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CURRENT TOPICS. 


WE print elsewhere the order of transfer to which we referred 
last week as in preparation. The earliest of the causes transferred 
was set down nearly a year ago, and the most recent on the 29th 
of May last. 





Covrt or Apprat, No. 1, will deviate from the rule hitherto 
adopted in the selection of Chancery appeals on Saturday and 
Monday, taking on those days only appeals from Mr. Justice 
Curry. 





Ir 1s unpErstoop that the recently-appointed Queen’s Counsel 
were taken by the new Lord Chancellor from a list which had 
been settled by Earl Sztzorns, and it is considered not improbable 
— some further appointments may be made at no very distant 

ate. 





THE canpipares at the recent Final Examination considerably 
outnumbered those at any of the eight last preceding Final 
Examinations; and so also did the ‘‘ postponed” gentlemen. It 
must be a considerable time since 113 candidates were rejected at 
one Final Examination. In June, 1884, out of 351 candidates, 
284 passed and 67 were postponed; while in the happy period of 
November, 1883, 235 passed, and only 35 were postponed. 





Tue supcEes of Court of Appeal, No. 2, have, for the general 
convenience, adopted the plan which we announced last week as 
about to be adopted by Court of Appeal No. 1, of having appeals from 
the several judges of the Chancery Division, appeals from whom 
ure heard before them, placed in the paper alternately. It is 
intended by this means to prevent the monopolizing of all the 
leading counsel from any one court of first instance; but there is 
a prospect of the arrangement breaking down shortly, because, as 
regards each Division of the Court of Appeal, there is a large pre- 
ponderance of appeals from one judge, so that in a comparatively 
short time each Division of the court will only have appeals from 
one judge remaining in the list. : 


Wuen tue cask of In re Johnson and Tustin (33 W. R. 48, | 


L. R. 28 Ch. D. 84) was.decided by Mr. Justice Pearson, we 
remarked (supra, p. 5) that it remained to be seen whether the 
construction put by the learned judge on section 3, sub-section (6), 
of the Conveyancing Act of 1881 would be supported on appeal. 
The reader will have seen by the report which we printed last 
week (supra, p. 589) that the Court of Appeal have unanimously 
reversed the learned judge’s decision. Had the result been other- 


wise, it would, as we igo pointed om have opened a 
As the law now stands, a_ 


door to something very like fraud. 
vendor is obliged to furnish a complete abstract of his title at his 
own expense, although the title deeds may not be in his own 
ig ; and he cannot saddle the purchaser with the expense, 
"y virtue of the provisions of the section above referred to. My. 
Justice Pearson thought that the language of the section obliged him 
to decide in the way he did; and, no doubt, that language is of a 
— sweeping character. 


y a transcript of the common form used by the late Vice- 


Chancellor Hatt when he was in practice as 
Conveyancers have, perhaps, been always a little too fond 


i 


of 
making over sure that e is swept into their net. We 
think it would have been a public misfortune if the Court of 
Appeal had felt themselves compelled to adopt the view 
Justice Pearson; and we feel convinced that the late learned 
Vice-Chancellor Hatt never intended that meaning to be affixed 
to his words. We are not aware that the contention in’ question 
was ever raised while the language remained a mere “‘ common 
form,” and we do not see why it should acquire any extended 
meaning by being made into an Act of Parliament. 





Tue case of Newbould v. Smith (33 W. R. 690) affords an 
instance of the jealousy with which the doctrine of the admissibility 
in evidence of a declaration by a deceased person against his 
interest has been from time to time regarded by judges. In 
Doe v. Voules (1 M. & Rob. 261), Lirrzepare, J., observed that 
‘‘the cases have gone quite far enough.” In Smith v. Blakey (15 
W. R. 492, L. R. 2 Q. B. 236), the present Lord Bracxsvary laid 
it down that declarations of this description must not only be 
against the pecuniary or proprietary interest of the person making 
them, but must be such as “‘ never could be made available by the 
person himself.” In Taylor v. Witham (24 W. R. 877, L. BR. 3 
Ch. D. 605), where there was a question whether a i 
transaction had been a loan or a gift, Jesser, M.R., had to deter- 
mine the admissibility of an entry in the testator’s account-book 
acknowledging the payment of £20 for “three months’ interest,” 
and he admitted it in evidence, hecause its primd facie and natural 
meaning was an admission of the receipt of money, although it 
might have the collateral effect of asserting a pre-existing debt. 
however, laid it down that such an entry might be rendered worth- 
less by showing, aliunde, that the deceased had a reason for making 
it, and that it was really for his own interest. So in Massey v. 
Allen (28 W. R. 212, L. R. 13 Ch. D. 558), Hatt, V.C., refused 
to admit an entry in the day-book of a deceased stockbroker to the 
effect that he had purchased certain shares for the defendant, 
because, applying the test indicated by Lord Bracxsurn in Smith 
v. Blakey, a change in the market value of the shares might have 
caused the entry to be evidence in the stockbroker’s favour as 
against the defendant. In the more recent case of Ex 
Edwards (L. R. 14 Q. B. D. 415), before the Court of Ap an 
attempt was made to found the proof of a debt in upon 
an admission by a deceased benkrupt, it being argued the 
declaration would be against the interest of the in the 
event of his estate ultimately yielding a surplus; but the of 
the Rolls characterized the ent on of the creditor as 





We believe that the sub-section is— 


“an attempt to enlarge the as to the admissibility in evidence 
of admissions against interests,” and held that a statement is not 
_ admissible in evidence merely because it ‘‘may or may not turn 
out, at some subsequent time, to have been against his interest.’ 
| Newbould v. Smith was an action to enforce an equitable mortgage. 
The defendants pleaded the Statute of Limitations, but the plaintaff 
relied upon a pce payment of interest to the deceased mort- 
gagee as reviving the right of action, and it was sought to prove the 
alleged payment by an entry in the private diary of the mortgagee, 
who was a solicitor, acknowledging the receipt of interest from the 
mortgagor. Mr. Justice Norra refused to admit the entry asa 
declaration against interest, because the object for which it was 
relied on by the plaintiff was to take the debt out of the Statute of 
' Limitations; and for this purpose it would be an entry in favour of 
the deceased. He pointed out that the judgment of Hazt, 
V.C., in Massey v. Allen, rejecting an entry upon the mere con- 
tingency of its hereafter becoming evidence against the declarant, 
went much further than it was necessary to go in the present 


case. 
37 
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THE sMALL amount of satisfaction which Mr. Ince showed in 
the House of Commons at the statement that the committee 
appointed by Lord Sxtnongx is investigating the question raised by 
him was probably due to doubt as to whether any practical result 
will follow from the labonts of the committee. The question 
whether the chief clerks shall be chief clerks of the Chancery 
Division instead of chief clerks of the judges of that division, 
lies at the threshold of the committee’s inquiry, and has doubtless 
long ago been investigated by them. No doubt a more equal 
division of chamber work would be the result of the adoption of 
th gestion, but since causes vary so much in magnitude and 
afi , it must not be assumed that to assign them to the 

ief clerks in rotation would necessarily equalize their work. 
The, proposed change might, no doubt, be carried out if decided 
oF hat it. would require to be supplemented by rules of court, and 

ully hedged round with precautions. 





A cokresponvenT informs us that in the course of the hearing of 
an appeal of Hyde v. Edmorids, on Thursday last, the Master of 
the Rolls took occasion to observe that the wills which are brought 
before the courts for construction may be divided into three classes. 
Either they are prepared by the testator himself, ‘‘ in which case 
heis a fool”; or they are prepared by the clergyman of the 

ih “whose capacity as a draftsman it would be irreverent to 
destribe” ; or they are drawn by a solicitor ‘‘ who is not found 
éut until after he is dead.” 








WHEN DOES A TITLE ACCRUE? 


f'uose of our readers who agree with us in thinking that clearness 
anid certainty in the administration of the law are blessings of the 
first magnitude, and that the cause of “substantial justice” is in 
the long run much better advanced by aiming at these qualities 
instead of straining points and adopting fanciful distinctions in 
order to suit particular cases, will read with great satisfaction the 
a 8 of the case of In re Tucker, Emanuel vy. Parfitt, which 
will be found in another column, and they will owe a tribute of 
thanks to the good sense and courage of Mr. Justice Pearson, who 
may be congratulated upon having nipped the sprout of a per- 
nicious heresy. The names of RBaynton v. Collins (33 W. R. 41, 
L. R. 27 Ch. D. 604) and In re Thompson and Curzon ( 33 W. BR. 
688, L: R. 29 Ch. D. 177) will at once tell our readers what we 
mean ; in addition to which cases there is another—In re Hughes’ 
Trusts (reported, supra, p. 338)—decided by Mr. Justice Pearson 
uvder the belief that the subject was shortly to be raised before 
the Court of Appeal. It would also seem, from the remarks of 
the satiie learned judge in the case immediately before us, that 
another case has been decided by Vice-Chancellor Bacon upon the 
same mistaken principle and in deference to the same erring guides. 
The question, as our reader is by this time aware, turns upon 
the construction of section 5 of the Married Women’s Property. 
Act, 1882—namely, whether property to which a woman, married 
before the commencement of that Act, and entitled at the time of 
her marriage to a vested interest in certain stocks and investments 
in expectancy upon the determination of a prior life interest, is, 
under that section, entitled to claim the property as her separate 
estate upon its falling into possession during the coverture, on the 
ground ‘of its being property to which her title had accrued in 
esession after the Act. The question was first raised before 
r. Justice Chitty, in Baynton v. Collins, who adopted the opinion 
that property which at the date of the marriage was vested in 
interest, but which subsequently becomes vested in possession, 
during the coverture, is within that section. 
The decision in Baynton v. Collins seems to have involved no 
ig ne, aga of any great practical importance, and it is referred 
to by Mr. Justice Pearson in the case before us as having involved 
little or nothing beyond a question of form. We must humbly 
the opinion that the highly-ingenious construction put by 
. Justice Chitty upon the above-cited section of the Act was 


epugnant to the only meaning which, in the eye of plain common 


sense, its Tatigtiage can bear. We have long ago expressed the 
opinion, which we have never seen any reason to retract, that the 


Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, is not one of the best 
drafted statutes within our knowledge, and the present section is 
constructed with a perhaps undue, amount of verbiage. It 
speaks of ‘‘all real and personal property her title to which, 
whether vested or contingent, and whether in possession, reversion, 
or remainder, shall accrue after the commencement of the Act.” 
This language, in the eye of plain common sense, and by the 
interpretation of Mr. Justice Pearson, signifies that, when the 
title accrues, the Act confers the same rights, whether the 
interest is or is not vested or contingent, and whether it is or is 
not an interest in possession. But Mr. Justice Chitty seems to 
have thought that a title to the same property might, at different 
times, accrue to the same person in all the five different ways in the 
section particularly mentioned ; and that, if it accrued in any one 
of them after the Act’s commencement, this would bring it within 
the section, although it might previously have accrued in 
some other. This interpretation is certainly ingenious, but we 
humbly submit that it rests upon a complete perversion of the 
ordinary meaning of words. Nobody, we believe, has ever sug- 
gested before that the mere turning of an interest from an ex- 
pectancy into a possession is the accruer ef a new title to the 
property. A title accrues once for all; and it does not become 
another title (we cannot help the apparent absurdity of the 
expression) so long as it remains the same title. In other words, 
it is not true that the same title may accrue several times over to 
the same person. 

Mischief of this sort, when once set agoing, quickly breeds. 
In In re Thompson and Curzon, Mr. Justice Kay, while intimating 
in no obscure terms that he would not himself have come, out of his 
own head, to the same conclusion, thought it incumbent upon him to 
follow the only existing authority. In In re Hughes’ Trusts, Mr. 
Justice Pearson, understanding that the question was under appeal, 
thought it would be most proper to adopt the same course. At 
length, in the present case, it appearing that the appeal had been 
withdrawn, that learned judge was forced to deal with the ques- 
tion upon his own responsibility ; and we think that the profession 
generally may be congratulated upon the result. 

We print, elsewhere, a letter from a distinguished correspondent, 
who is well known to have a large acquaintance with the language 
of Acts of Parliament, in which he very ably advocates the opinion 
on this question which is contrary to ourown. We must confess 
that we find his arguments a great deal more ingenious than con- 
vincing. And our own experience would rather lead us to demur 
to the proposition which is the mainstay of his reasoning. “It 
must be admitted,” he says, ‘‘ to be the usual practice of the Legis- 
lature to use the same phraseology where the same meaning is to 
be expressed.” We must own to some surprise at being called 
upon so confidently to make this rather large admission. We fear 
that our correspondent refers rather to the course which he would 
recommend to the Legislature for adoption, than to the course 
which the Legislature does, in fact, usually adopt. The Legisla- 
ture, in our experience, is so far from using always the same 
language to mean the same thing, that we should rather credit it 
with an inordinate craving after variety. 

The well-meant decision of Mr. Justice Chitty has produced a very 
appreciable amount of easily preventible litigation ; and there is 
reason to fear that this isnot the worst of the mischief. We hardly 
think that there can be much serious doubt that the decision of Mr. 
Justice Pearson represents the right view ; or that it will be affirmed 
whenever the question may come before the Court of Appeal. If, as 
there is reason to fear, any unwary trustee has, in the meantime, paid 
over trust funds to the wrong person, in reliance upon the doctrine 
of Baynton v. Collins, it will follow that some people will have got 
hold of trust property to which they have no title. 








From the report of the Comptroller-General of Patents, Designs, and 
Trade-marks, it appears that the number of applicatéons for patents, 
which had risen, with some variations, almost constantly in the course of 
thirty years, from 1,211, in the year 1852, to 6,241 in 1882, amounted to 
17,110 in 1884, The increase as between the years 1883 and 1884 is no 
less than 195 per cent, Only three were made, in the course of 
the year, inst the decision of the ptroller. The test number 
of applications made in any month was in January, 2,499; the smallest 
in August, 992. The greatest number made in any single day was, as 
might be supposed, on the Ist of January—266. The total number of 
patents sealed upon the 17,110 applications will not be known before next 
year. There was a surplus income of nearly £40,000. 
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THE ORGANIZATION OF A SOLICITOR’S 
OFFICE. 


IIIl.—ORGANIZATION WITH SPECIAL REFERENCE TO 
NON-CONTENTIOUS BUSINESS. 


TAKING INSTRUCTIONS. 
For Aa WILL. 


In approaching the task of preparing a will there is one fact above 
all others which the solicitor who does his work conscientiously will 
swage keep before his eyes. It speaks, as the law i somewhat 
grimly has it, from the death. It is true, indeed, that the capricious 
testator while in the flesh may make and re-make wills at pleasure ; 
that testamentary dispositions may need to be radically altered to 
meet a hundred i 0 pa circumstances; that marriage or revoca- 
tion may lay their hand upon the instrument and reduce it to worth- 
less paper. But when once the chapter of life has closed for the 
testator his will becomes an immutable expression of his wishes ; and 
the time for correcting slips, for making what is obscure clear, and 
for solving any doubt as to whether the will does, indeed, give effect 
to his intentions will have passed away with the testator himself. 
There is a moral in this for every testator, but we have no concern 
with that view of the matter here. And there is a moral, too, for 
the solicitor, which does touch the se of this article. 

In the first place, this fact should induce the solicitor, when taking 

instructions for a will, to brace himself to his task with a full con- 
sciousness that he is performing a duty of the last importance. He 
should shut out from view all possibility of subsequent correction or 
alteration, and collect his materials on the assumption that he has to 
prepare in very truth the last will and testament of his client, by 
which the -rights of widow, children, or whomsoever else the 
testator seeks to benefit will be, once for all, defined and 
controlled. There will yet remain the important duty of clothing 
the testator’s wishes in appropriate language; but it is our 
belief that if the instructions taken are accurate, complete, 
and well digested on all points, the language of the document 
will, comparatively speaking, rarely astray. It makes all 
the difference in the world whether a does or does not 
thoeangehy know what he wants to say. Take, for instance, the most 
fruitful sources of chancery suits for the construction of wills—gi 
to classes, and gifts which depend as to their vesting or time of 
payment upon the attainment of a given age, or happening of a 
——s event. If the solicitor distinctly <sderehanids the precise 
imits of the class, or of the conditions, he will seldom have much 
difficulty in expressing, or instructing his counsel to express, what is 
intended. But if he is not clear as to what the testator really desires ; 
if he has no definite idea as to the four corners of the class, or as to 
whether the vesting, or only the time pod me ices is dependent on the 
condition, he will almost inevitably e use of inappropriate and 
inconsistent phraseology. And it is very important on this point for 
the solicitor who takesinstructionsto bear in mind that at thelaterstages 
he will, to a great extent, stand alone. The testator who wishes to 
leave £1,000 to A. will be tolerably sure to notice the error if the 
legacy is inserted in the draft of his will as £100; but the technical 
it in which the more complicated provisions of the will are 
framed will, for the most part, pass his comprehension ; and even if 
he conscientiously strives to master them, he cannot possibly be 
expected to grasp refined distinctions of verbiage which may involve 
very serious differences of construction. . For the appropriate mode 
of expression the client will rely on his solicitor, and rightly and 
properly so. 

So far we have spoken of the need of taking proper instructions 
ouly in its bearing upon the irrevocable uences of a will when 
it has once taken effect, and the close affinity between proper in- 
structions and correct draftsmanship. But beyond this lies a very 
wide field which we desire to explore so far as our limits will permit. 
In many cases the act of taking instructions is by no means confined 
to registering a catalogue of the client’s wishes. e testator will often 
come, almost helplessly, to his solicitor for inspiration and guidance 
as to what he had better do; and, even where he has thought out 
the broad outlines of the scheme for himself, he will almost certainly 
be glad to avail himself of his solicitor’s help in filling in the back- 

und, ~He may, for example, have decided that he will leave his 
property equally between his children, and he may have a shadowy 
idea that it would be desirable to ‘tie up” the shares of his 
daughters. But, as to the best mode of tying them up, the trustees, 
the provision for the contingency of marriage, the extent of a 
daughter’s powers as to advancement, disposition, and otherwise, the 
interest, if any, in the property to be given to her husband—on all 
such points as these his mind will erally be a blank until he is 
enlightened by his solicitor. And this is po: one of many instances. 
The solicitor’s guidance may be gratefully accepted by the testator 
investments, the mode of dealing with 


various classes of property, the protection which may be thrown 
around an improvident son, and many other matters. 

For the efficient discharge of the duty of which we have indicated 
the general character, the solicitor primarily to exhibit certain 
homely qualities which are within the reach of every educated and 
industrious lawyer, whether young or old, experienced or otherwise, 
though the exercise of these qualities must needs become easier by 
repetition. And beyond this, he may, without doubt, ses | usefully 
into play a knowl of human nature, a well-balan mind, a 
trained habit of loo at a subject from all points of view, an 


appreciation of the mode of dealing with pro by will which, 
in particular states of circumstances, is Aas: yg Hs Bh, by com- 
parison with other available schemes the most just and beneficent 
results; a skilful handling of delicate subjects; the art of gently 
moderating feelings of animosity, so as to prevent them from bring- 
ing forth fruit beyond the grave. Such an array as this may well 
discourage the pm poe ig but he may remember for his comfort that, 
in the majority of cases, the dg is tolerably easy, and the art called 
for not very profound, and that he is not without his compensations 
in the dash and energy and vigour of youth for the more ripened 
intellect and experience of his older professional brother. 
The qualities which we have in the foreground, and referred 
to as accessible to all solicitors, are confined within the not extrava- 
gant limits of a knowledge of the approved principles upon which 
wills are framed, care in eliciting the facts, and accuracy in express- 
ing them in some form which will represent complete instructions for 
the will. 
First, as to the knowledge of the approved principles on which 
wills are framed. This may seem to fall rather to the stage of 
draftsmanship than to that of taking instructions. But, in fact, the 
solicitor who has thoroughly in mind the general principles of will- 
framing will be at a great advantage when taking instructions. 
The approved plan in most states of circumstances of directing a 
conversion of real estate into malty will lead him, by a natural 
rocess of mind, to inquire whether the testator has, or is likely to 
Soak real estate, and, if so, what are his wishes as to the mode of 
dealing with it at his death, and to explain clearly what is the object 
and result of the trust for conversion. The provisions by which the 
fortune of a lady may be securely brought within the protective 
mantle of trustees will furnish the materials for ascertaining the 
testator’s wishes as to any provision which he may desire to make for 
a daughter or other female legatee, and here, again, the pros and 
cons of the general —— involved may usefully be pointed out. 
The knowledge that the share of a male beneficiary may be — 
beyond the reach of his improvidence will directly connect itself with 
any circumstances pointing to the wisdom of resorting to such a 
measure. The doctrines which hover round legacies, of which the 
prc or payment is deferred, will induce the solicitor to be very 
careful to exhaust what is in his client’s mind as to any gift falling 
within the application of these doctrines. : 

Next, as to care in eliciting the facts. Beyond the asp A warner 
which flows directly from the familiarity with approved schemes of 
wills to which we ete just. referred is a large , represented by 
the facts of the particular case and the individual wishes of the 
particular testator. His worldly circumstances ; the relevancy to his 
proposed dispositions by will of any existing settlement or other 
obligation to which regard should be paid; the nature of his avoca- 
tion as bearing u @ possible need of making special vision 
with reference to it; the view which he takes, if a married man, of 
the true relative positions of wife and children with regard to his 
property. Unless such matters as these are clearly understood and 
appreciated, the will when actually drawn may fail egregiously to 
carry out a just and comprehensive scheme of disposition, and be 
lacking in provisions which the testator would gladly have embraced 
if the Fre» of the material facts had been ascertained, and his 
attention drawn suggestively to the true mode of dealing with them. 
It may be freely confessed that the task of ascertaining the facts will 
vary greatly in difficulty. One man will think out his own affairs so 
thoroughly as to leave little for his solicitor to do but express his 
wishes properly. Another will be disinclined to bestow much 
reflection upon what he may regard as the details of the matter—to 
him a will is a will, and that is all about it. But however great the 
difficulty may now and again be, the solicitor should set himself 
resolutely to overcome it, and can never, to our thinking, be morally 
excused on this account for preparing an imperfect will. He should 
be able firmly, though without giving just cause of offence, to take 
up the position that he cannot do his work properly without adequate 
materials, and that it is not fitting to prepare at random on half 
information a document intended solemnly to order a man’s affairs 
after his death. \ 3 

Thirdly, as to accuracy in expressing the instructions of a testator. 
The importance of accuracy in this respect will be admitted by all, 
but the modus in quo varies. We are far from saying that a solicitor 

whose memory is retentive and in good training may not be able to 
grasp, without a single note, the scheme of any ordinary will 





as to the range of permitted 
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sufficiently for all rapceng urposes of preparing it. But there are 
special a in the case of a will for committing the instructions 
to writing in some recorded form where the testator himself does not 
give them in that form. The written instructions may be brought to 
light to vindicate the solicitor, perhaps at a long distance of time, 
against some aspersion made by a disappointed expectant legatee as 
to the circumstances attending the preparation of the will. They 
may, in special cases, furnish valuable evidence, in conjunction with 
other circumstances, for purposes of probate. They are the connect- 
ing link between the intentions, which the testator throughly under- 
stands, and the technical phraseology of his will, which he only half 
understands and largely takes on trust. , ‘ 
Finally, the solicitor should exercise the utmost reserve in taking 
instructions for a will at second hand, and should always, before the 
will is a completed instrument, clearly satisfy himself, by direct 
communication, that the instructions vicariously given to him have 
emanated from the testator and correctly interpret his views. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


SECTION 5 OF THE MARRIED WOMEN’S PROPERTY ACT, 
1882. 

[Baynton v. Collins (33 W. R. 41, L. R. 27 Ch. D. 604); In re 

Thompson and Curzon (33 W. R. 688, L. R. 29 Ch. D. 177); In re 

Hughes’ Trusts (29 Soiicrrors’ JOURNAL, 338, W. N. 1885, p. 62) ]. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—In each of these cases a decision had to be pronounced as to 
the effect of section 5 of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882. 
The decision of Kay, J., in the second case was given in deference to 
that of Chitty, J., in the earlier, and that of Pearson, J., in the last 
case, in deference to that pronounced in the previous cases. Kay, J., 
however, evidently hesitated about the correctness of the decision of 
Chitty, J., although he declined to say that he had formed a different 
opinion from that expressed in Baynton v. Collins. I observe that at 
p. 340 of the current volume of the SoLiciTors’ JOURNAL you have 
very shortly expressed an opinion conformable with that to which 

, J., seemed to incline. 
correctness of the decision in Baynton v. Collins having been 
questioned, I think no apology is needed for offering what appears 
to me a just argument in its defence, and one which, as far as I 
know, has not been already advanced. 

It seems sufficient here to say that the question in these cases was 
whether a reversionary interest or a remainder, vested before the Act 
took effect, in a woman at that time married, but falling into 
possession afterwards, was within section 5. This was decided in the 
affirmativ: 


e. 

The alternative view is, of course, that section 5 is confined to 
eases in which “‘ the title accrues in inception” (to use the language 
of Chitty, J.) after the commencement of the Act. 

Without dwelling upon a critical examination of the language of 
section 5, it seems to me that some helptowards forming a sound opinion 
as to the meaning of that enactment may be afforded by comparing 
it with section 2. 

Section 2, relating to women married after the Act takes effect, 
and section 5, relating to women married previously, are framed very 
differently as regards future property. The language of section 2 is 

i and comprehensive. It enacts that, as to a woman married 
after the Act takes effect, all property “‘ which shall be acquired 
by or devolve upon her” after marriage shall be her separate 
property. No one will, I suppose, contend that these words do 
not embrace property, the woman’s title to which is con- 
tingent or in remainder or reversion, as well as property her 
title to which is vested or in ion. Now, it must be admitted 
to be the usual practice of the Legislature to use the same phraseology 
where the same meaning is to be ex 3 andif the words in section 
5 beginning “whether” and ending with “remainder” are sur- 
plusage, as by Kay, J. (and I that they are so 
according to the construction to which bis lordship inclined), it occurs 
of section 2, ‘‘ property which shall 
her,” has been chan in section 5 


volve upon her after the commencement of this Act” would be as 
correct as “ acquired by or devolve upon her after marriage.” It seems 
to me that, according to all rules of construction, the ission that 
the words in question are surplusage, according to the view which 
Kay, J., inclined to take of section 5, furnishes » good reason for so 
construing the section as to give meaning to these words. 

May it not be supposed that the Jegis , although not intend- 


<> deal with any interest of a wife married when the Act took 
while it remained of the same character, did intend when that 
Changed ite character to give to the wife the benefit of the 
with respect to it; as, for instance, in the case of a reversionary 


il 








interest or remainder falling into pyr ier sy and, therefore, used the 
language found in section 5? Of course, no suc guage was 
necessary in the case of a wife marrying after the Act took effect, as 
the Act gives her not only all future property that may come to her, but 
also all property belonging to her at the time of marriage, and this 
would obviously include a reversio interest or remainder. 

I believe it is clear that a husband cannot (with an exception to be 
presently noticed) dispose of his wife’s reversionary interest in 
personalty, or her remainder in realty, and it may have been thought 
no more unreasonable to give to a wife married before the Act took 
effect the benefit of this interest in personalty or realty for her 
separate use, should it fall into possession after the Act took effect, 
than to give her for her separate use any property thereafter coming 
to her for the first time as property in possession. The exception 
above mentioned is that of a reversionary interest in a chattel real, 
as to which it has long been established, as is well known, that a 
husband can assign his wife’s interest effectually, though he should 
die before the interest falls into ion: see Donne v. Hart (2 
Russ. & My. 360). I shall content myself with observing that it 
seems to me, whatever considerations may attach to this case, they are 
not sufficient to outweigh the reasons in favour of the construction 
adopted by Chitty, J. A. J. Woop. 


[We should explain that our correspondent’s letter was sent before 
the recent decision of Mr. Justice Pearson, and, by an accident, was 
omitted to be inserted last week.—Eb. 8. J.] 





A LEGAL CIRCULAR, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journol.} 

Sir,—The accompanying highly-ingenious circular reached me 
yesterday morning. go it has bets ob broadcast throughout 
the profession in the country ; perhaps the advertiser may have con- 
sidered me a congenial subject for the culture of economic agency ; 
but, whatever his motive for sending it me, it appears to me to 
deserve the widest possible circulation. The advertising circular is, to 
me, @ pleasing novelty in the conduct of the profession, and the 
advertiser should have the benefit of the publicity he seeks. He is 
anxious to become known to the country solicitors, and the town 
agents will, no doubt, be pleased to know him. 

July 8. A Country SUBSCRIBER. 


(The following is the circular referred to; we omit the name, as 
we do uot concur with our correspondent in the desire to give a 
gratuitous advertisement :— 

—, Solicitors, 


——————, London, W.C., July, 1885. 

Dear Sir,—Since transmitting our circular letter in February last, 
numerous inquiries have been received as to whether we undertake all 
kinds of London agency work. Now that our system has developed 
into such dimensions through the ny and encouragement 
which the country profession generally have accorded to it, the 
originator has felt justified in employing such a staff of competent, 
experienced, and qualified solicitors as to be able to undertake work 
in any branch of the profession (including such outside matters as 
divorce, admiralty, parliamentary, county court, criminal, and 
Mayor’s Court procedure) immediatély on receipt of instructions, and 
at the original reduced scale of charges. This system was started 
with the idea of un ing legal work, heretofore done by law 
stationers and lay agents, at one-third less than they usually charge, 
thereby not say the profession a considerable saving, but 
also a medium through which their business can be legitimately con- 
ducted. An instance that lay agency affords no real saving appears 
as colons :—— Ateiing. deed”—one’s ordinary London agent 
charges 10s. 2d., includi or of which you earn one-half or 
5s. ld. Had lay agent effected matters he would bave charged 
2s. 6d.; the fee you would then be entitled to would be 6s. 8d. ; de- 
duct the 2s. 6d, therefrom, and there remains only 4s. 2d., or nearly a 
shilling less than 5s. 1d. By employing this professional agency 
(the charge being only 1s. 8d., as oer all profits and emoluments 
derivable from letters and to our clients), the gain to 
you is obvious. In addition, the posers derive this advantage — 
that a carefully selected staff of solicitors of mature experience 
manage and personel transact the business intrusted to this 

ney the princi 
*° 1 





, and pals supervise generally. Our clients will, 
th ore, always enjoy the privilege of being able, witen in London, 
to consult personally either with the principals or one of the other 
solicitors, and may always depend upon finding one or more of them 
in attendance at our offices. 

No fee whatever is charged by this where principals (when 
in London) elect to personally transact s interlocutory work as 
may arise out of that which we have in hand, and they are invited to 
do #0; the ay will always be at their disposal, and the offices 
open to them during business hours. 

Solicitors desiring to utilize this merely as an address for 
service can do 60 at # nominal fee, which can be agreed upon, We 
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also undertake inquiries of all kinds (such, for instance, as mercantile 
i advan- 
tegen ascertainable on application. . 

charges for merely routine work will be found hereto annexed. 
The few items therein set forth are to show the principle of the scale, 
and any other charges for work required to be does (when not easily 
estimated by the client) can be ascertained on application, and even 
for work requiring professional supervision, rendered merely 
routine through the instructions being so clear and explicit that a 
clerk with ordinary intelligence could on extreme pressure carry out 
and effect the same, the quarter scale of the ordinary charges will not 
be departed from. 

Remittances where the amount is ascertainable should accompany 
each set of instructions, and in other cases as soon as each item of 
instruction is carried out. This is rendered necessary on account of 
the extremely moderate scale of fees. We do not, however, bind 
ourselves to this system, but are willing to meet the convenience of 
our clients, and also under certain circumstances to arrange for 
monthly periodical settlements. 

Cheques should be crossed ‘“‘The City Bank (Limited), Holborn 
Branch,” and post-office orders made payable at the General Post- 
office, but they need not, nor need postal orders be crossed. Owing 
to the loss that has arisen through correspondents sending pos 
stamps in large quantities, we have been compelled to e @ rule 
that in no case can stamps be received in payment. 

The system, for economy, efficiency, and expedition, speaks for 
itself, but we especially commend it to your notice as a means of 
endeavouring to restore to the profession work which has been 
eg ee practitioners. e may add that we shall always be 
glad to receive any suggestions which may tend to improve this 
system.— We are, yours faithfully, 


Appended to the circular is a “list of charges for lay agency 
business not requiring professional supervision or responsibility.”’] 











CASES OF THE WEEK. 


COURT OF APPEAL, 


Wriit—Constrvucrion—PRoPperTY COMPRISED—AFTER-ACQUIFED Prop- 
Erty—Speciric or Restpvary Devise—Witts Act (1 Vicr. c. 26', s. 24.— 
In a case of In re Portal and Lamb, before the Court of Appeal, No. 2, on 
the 4th inst., a question arose as to the effect of section 24 of the Wills 
Act. A testator, by his will made in 1872, devised to his son, for his life, 
“ my cottage and all my land at S.,’’ on the special condition (in ‘er aiia) 
that the plantations, heathers, and furze be all preserved “in their 

resent state,’’ with remainders over. And the testator devised all other 

is real estate to trustees on trust for sale. At the date of the will the 
testator was seised of a cottage and about twenty-two acres of lund held 
with it atS. After the date of the will, he contracted to purchase of his 
son @ mansion and ten acres of land at S., which he had occupied as 
tenant to the son. At the date of the testator’s death the contract was 
not completed. Kay, J., held (L. R. 27 Ch. D. 600) that the testator had 
not shown an intention con to the effect of section 24 of the Wills 
Act, that the mansion house and land should not pass under the will, and 
that it passed under the specific devise of the co’ and land to the son, 
the words “‘land at 8.’’ = large enough to include it. The Court of 
Appeal (Corron, Linpiey, and Fry, L.JJ.) held that, though the mansion 
house and land attached to it passed under the will, they passed, not 
under the specific devise, but under the residuary devise. Corron, L.J., 
thought that there was not enough on the fage of the will to show that 
the testator intended to exclude the o ion of section 24. The real 


question was what did the ic di include, having to the 
statute and the residuary devise. But for the Act there could be no doubt 
that, by the specific devise, the testator intended only the property which 
he had when he made his will. The words ‘‘all my land at 8.” were 


sufficient to carry the after-acquired property, but the word ‘“ 
was not sufficient to describe the larger house. Upon the true construc- 
pnb ihe opeathe ae a “ the — = cg held with it 
ce ic dev INDLEY, L.J., thoug at any 
reading the will, apart from the Act, would come to a clear ph ee 
that the construction ted by Kay, J., was contrary to the intention of 
the testator. His lordship thought that the court was not bound by 
section 24 to say that the after-acquired p: rty passed by the specific 
devise. The section bound the court to say that that property passed by 
the will, but the question remained whether it by the specific or 
the residuary devise. The words ‘‘ all my land at S.'’ were ambiguous, 
and, standing alone, they might have ges a house, but, used in con- 
jesetivn with ‘my cottage,” his lordship thought that’they referred to 
and, as distinguished from buildings on it. Fry, L.J., conourred.— 
Counsst, Hamilton Humphreys ; Bram Soxtcrrors, Johnson ¢ Weather- 
alls; Longbourne § Stevens. 





Pronata—Lost Wiri1—Conrants or Writ never aeen—Daeciaratron 
or Treraton.—In a case of Goulstone v. Woodward, before the Oourt of 
Appeal, No. 2, on the 4th inst., there was a 
of a will alleged to have been m 


uestion as to the admission 


to probate by a deceased person, the 
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contents of which had never been seen by 
be found after the death of the su 
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was that of a solicitor who had many years acted as the testator’s 
eotiatins, end wie stabed Sigs Se. PTI the tenenet omen Se Din. fee. a> 
instructions for a will; but when he f that the testator intended to 
make him his residuary legatee he declined to the will. He 
stated from recollection what the testator told him tended to do, and 
he said that the testator afterwards told him that he had made his will as 
he intended. There was some evidence that the testator had executed a 
will about that time, but the solicitor who was it 


could not be found. One of his clerks 
had attested the execution of a will by 
the witness knew nothing of the contents. 
of the contents by other persons who 
under the will, and to whom the testator 
some provision for them. Butt, J., ad 
evidence of the original solicitor as to its con 
(Corron, Lrxp.ey, and Fry, L.JJ.) reversed 

said that no doubt, if the parol testimony was 
were the contents of a missing will, it being prov 
will in existence, probate ought to be granted. 
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case depend on the nature of the testimony, which must be distinct and 
conclusive. No copy or draft of the missing will had been found in the 
present case, and the contents were not en to by any one who had 
actually seen the will. Still, if the 1 testimony was safficient, the 
will could be admitted to probate. only evidence of the contents of 
the will was that given by the solicitor. There were ces in his 


evidence which, although, when explained by him, left unshaken the 
conclusion of Butt, J., as to the honesty of his testimony, threw some 
doubt on the accu of his recollection. It was not enough that he 
should be an honest witness. The question was how far he was accurate, 
and how far his evidence as to the contents was sufficiently distinct to 
enable the court to grapt probate of the will. Was there any 
evidence in confirmation of his evidence one as to the contents of the 
will. In his lordship’s opinion, the case must stand or fall on his evidence. 
Cases had been referred to, but none were to be found, in which the will 

ropounded had never been seen by any one who came forward to prove 
its contents. In Sugden v. Lord St. Leonards (L. R. 1 P. D. 154) there was 
the evidence of the testator’s daughter, who, youre sero | after it was 
found that the will was missing, said that she rec its contents, 
and wrote them down from memory, and her written statement, when 
compared afterwards with the papers left by the testator, was found to 
agree with them. There was in the present case to show that the 
intentions expressed to the solicitor had been actually carried into effect by 
the will alleged to have been afterwards made. There was really nothing 
but the statement that the testator told the solicitor that he had made the 
will he proposed to make. Knowing how the intentions of a testator were 
apt tovary from time to time, there was not en in such a statement to 
—_ the court in granting probate. In his] p’s opinion, in a case 


ike this, where there was so much doubt thrown upon accuracy 
of the witness’s recollection, and so much Mes a 
gran 


onupest contents of the will, it would be far too 
probate of a lost will on any such testimony of its contents as had been 
produced. He was not satisfied that the document ed had been 
properly shown to have been the will of the testator, and he was by no 
means satisfied that the court ought to LS ereh pene unless there was 
reasonable evid of thecontents of the whole of an alleged will. Upon this 
point, having to some observations of Jessel, M.R., in Sugden v. Lord 
t. Leonards, and the question whether those observations were not con- 
fined to cases of omissions of small amount in themselves, he 
desired to reserve his Lrxviry, L.J., was of the same opinion. 
If the evidence of the solicitor was sufficient to establish the will, any one 
might make a will for any one else. The uences of es 
the will — such evidence as was here adduced were to his mind so 
alarming that he must decline todo so. Frr, L.J., concurred.—Counsat, 
Dr. Deane, Q.C., Bayford, and W. T. Barnard ; Fischer, Q.C., and Searle ; 
Reid, Q.C., and Pate Lee; Middleton ; W. D. I. Fouikes ; Inderwick, Q.C., 
Bowen Rowlands, Q.C., and Dr. itchard. 
¢ Daw; W. Vaughan Williams ; J. H. Bridgford ; Field, Roscoe, Co. ; 
W. J. Foster ; Bolton, Robbins, Busk, ¢ Co. 


Paricrpat anp AGant—Rraat or PRinctPal TO RECOVER MONEY RECEIVED 
ny AcrEnt in Respxct or Bers.—In case of Bridger v. , before the 
SS No. 1, on the 2nd inst., the question was whether the 

tiff recover from the defendant ne yb gh bo 

res! of bets sand by Mie deals Se Ot plaintiff 

allege that he had employed the it as agent on commission 

to make bets for him; and a eee Shes Oe Se ae ene 
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money in of bets ; and that, on a 
sum of £131 18s, 6d. due to the plaintiff. 
as money had and received to his use. The t alleged ne 
were made by the plaintiff with him personally ; = Ot eee 
precluded from recovering the money by reason of 8 & 9 Vict. o. 108, 
s. 18, which enacts “that all contracts or agreements, whether by parol 
or in writing, by way of gaming or , shall be null and void ; and 
that no suit shall be bro ht or main in 
for recove any sum of m . . » alleged to be 
er, or which shall have been of Person to 
abide the event w which 7 ee at ee ee At the 
Lord Uoleridge, taj 


COd., 
believed the tiff, ve t 
appealed. The court’ (Baert BM. PUT Bacsuast and Bowsx, L.JJ.) 
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dismissed the appeal. Brerr, M.R., said that he with Lord 
Coleridge, C..J., as to the facts. As to the question of law, the contract 
between the plaintiff and defendant was that the plaintiff should employ 
the defendant to make bets for him, and, if he won, Per money to 
him, the defendant to receive a certain commission. e person with 
whom the defendant betted could not be compelled to pay, but, if he did 
poy, the bet was over, and there was nothing more to do with it, and 

defendant received money which, according to his contract, he was to 
hand to the plaintiff. That contract was la unless it was made other- 
wise by statute. But 8 & 9 Vict. c. 108 had frequently been held to 
apply only to the original contract between the two betting men, and not 
to such a contract as that in question. It had also been decided that, if a 
commission agent who bets on horse races makes bets in his own name, 
and, by the rules of the turf, is bound to pay them, and does so, he may 
recover that money from his principal. Those cases were founded on 
this, that the contract between the principal and the agent is a valid 
common law contract, and is not affected by the contract between the 
betting men, and therefore the rights of the parties must be determined 
under it as if the statute had never existed. The only case in the 
appellant’s favour was Beyer v. Adam (26 L. J. Ch. 841). But that was 
c zu by Amphlett, B., in Beeston v. Beeston (L. R. 1 Ex. D. 13, 24 
W. R. 96), and was inconsistent with the previous case of Shaw v. Taylor (2 
Phill. 801). The appeal should, therefore, be dismissed. BaccaLLay 
and Bowen, L.JJ., gave judgment to the same effect.—CovunseL, Grantham, 
Q.C., and C. Parsons ; Kemp, Q.C., and Gore. Soricrrors, Baker, Blaker, 
$ Hawes for Schomberg, Prinz, § Co. ; Lamb & Evett, 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 


Practice—PayMent into Court—Disputep TirLE—MOoNEY ADMITTED TO 
HAV® BEEN Parp To ALLEGED LEGATEES BEFORE AcTION BROUGHT.—In the 
case of In re Baker, deceased, Connell v. Baker, before Chitty, J., on the 
3rd inst., being an action for the administration of Baker’s estate, a 
motion was made by the plaintiff for payment by the defendant of mone 
into court. It appeared that Baker died, in 1879, as was oan | 
intestate, and letters of administration of his estate were, in 1880, 
granted to R., as one of the next of kin. A will was subsequently found 
by the defendant, who claimed to be the testator’s heir-at-law. Disputes 
arising, a compromise was effected, and the defendant proved the will 
and paid R., and also G., as sole next of kin of the testator, three-fifths 
of the assets (being the share mentioned in the will as bequeathed to the 
next of kin), and also other sums. The plaintiff afterwards claimed to 
share as one of the next of kin, and brought the present action. About 
@ year since, an order was made by Kay, J., for the appointment of 
receiver and the usual accounts and inquiries, including one as to who 
were the next of kin. The defendant in chambers produced a residuary 
account whereby it appeared, after payment of debts and expenses, he 
had paid three-fifths of the residue, amounting to some £3,500, to the 
said R. and G. The defendant resisted the plaintiff’s motion on the 
Many that the plaintiff showed no title. He referred to Daniell Ch. Pr., 

ed., p. 1475, and Hageli v. Currie (15 W. R. 605, L. R. 2 Ch. 
449), where Cairns, L.J., held that the jurisdiction of the court to make 
such an order should be exercised with circumspection, lest gross injustice 
might ensue and the defendant be put to great inconvenience when his 
was correct after all. It was also submitted that the case was 
distmguishable from Dunn v. Campbell (cited in Hampden v. Wallis (No. 2), 
32 W. R. 977, L. R. 27 Ch. D. 251), as that was a partnership action not 
admitting of a dispute as to title. As the plaintiff had not prosecuted 
his inquiry, the motion should not stand over for further inquiry, but be 
dismissed, with costs. Curry, J., said that the order made by Kay, J., 
was a mere provisional order, and one which did not define the rights of 
parties. That Kay, J., considered that the plaintiff had made out but a 
primé facie case was shown by his directing an inquiry as to the plaintiff's 
title, and by the appointment of a receiver. The defendant said, I have 
paid away the money, and you have not proved your title. To that the 
tiff answered, You have had the money on your admission, but paid 
it to @ wrong account, and the delay in our proving our title is ca by 
the difficulty of getting evidence. In his opinion, the money was, after 
all, only constructively in the hands of the defendant, and the real 
question was whether he had paid it away wrongly or not. That being 
so, and taking into account the circumstance that an order for payment 
under circumstances like those before the court might ruin a defendant 
when the had no title, after all, to any sum, he should make no 
order on motion, but direct it to stand over until the inquiry as to 
who were the next of kin had been answered. He should, however, make 
mo order as to costs, as he was by no means satisfied that the defendant 
had not misled the plaintiff into thinking that the money was in his hands. 
—Covnsst, Romer, Q.C., and Renshaw; J. Tanner. Sovicrrons, Shaw $ 
Tremellen ; Sharpe, Parkers, Pritchard, & Sharpe, tor Peace & Ellis, Wigan. 





B. 8. C., 1883, orn. 25, ne. 1, 2--Dauvnner—Pieammo Ports or Law. 
—In the case of The London, Chatham, and Dover Railway Company v. South- 
Eastern Rail Company, before Chitty, J., on the 6th inst., a motion was 
made by the tiffs under R. 8, C., 1883, ord. 25, r. 2, that the points of 
law by their reply might be set down for hearing and forthwith 
disposed of. It appeared that the plaintiffs’ case was founded upon an 
agreement of 1865, es to pe te and apportion between the two 
pmb Png cory d receipts of joint traffic. e plaintiffs asked for a 

their contention as to the meaning of the agreement was 
the correct one, and for an account upon the footing of such declaration. 
The defendants put in a defence and counter-claim, stating in substance 








that the agreement was invalid, or, if not invalid, no longer binding, and 


— for the cancellation of the agreement, the re-opening of accounts - 


on the footing of the validity of the agreement, or, in the alterna- 
tive, repayment of moneys paid under the ent, and also other 
accounts. The plaintiffs eir reply joined as to the validity of 
the agreement. The motion was by the defendants on the ground 
that questions of fact were raised by the pleadings, including, amongst 
others, whether the ent was supose ode f a@ due number of 
qualified persons, and whether it was duly coi by a subsequent Act 
of Parliament. They submitted that, loo at the event of the plain- 
tiffs’ failure on the points of law, their hi must be a rehearsal not 
leading to any final decision, and that the case was not within Burstall v. 
Beyfus (32 W. R. 418, L. R. 26 Ch. D. 565), one in which the whole matter 
could be brought at once to a point and disposed of. They also con- 
tended that an arbitration clause contained in the agreement was pleaded 
by them, and that any upholding of the agreement would be ouster by the 
court of its own jurisdiction, including that of trying the question raised 
by the present — 7 J., = that the — was agen 
the points raised by the reply were to of by a separate pro- 
collin, which was equivalent to the fe nol R. 8. C., 1883, ord. 
25, r. 1, abolished demurrers, and conpogueniay it was no longer open to 
any party to say to the other that he had shown no case by his pleadin 
entitling him to relief. But the order abolishing demurrers had e 
rovision for allowing what in substance was a demurrer to be brought on 
q circumstances in which it ap to the framers of the rules to be 
proper and convenient that there should be retained an equivalent for the 
abolished demurrer. The new practice was embodied in ord. 25, rr. 2, 4, 
and the question was in oe case whether, under ord. 25, r. 2, it 
was right that there sho be an a upon the points of law 
raised by the reply. The defendants pleaded the arbitration clause in 
bar of jurisdiction. That point was not raised by the reply, and, therefore, 
could not be included in an order made on the present motion. It 
appeared to him that no order should be made under ord. 25, r. 2, where 
the decision of the point of law would not have a material bearing upon 
the action or counter-claim, because there used often to be a waste of 
money by raising demurrer on small points more or less frivolous. 
Such points the court would not say were frivolous, but yet was able to 
see that they would not di either of the action or of a material part of it. 
Without desiring to bind himself as to the discretion which appeared to 
be conferred on the court by ord. 25, r. 2, he thought the principle was 
whether the decision of the point of law raised by the reply materially 
affected the action and the counter-claim. He thought it did, because, 
if the defendants were right in their view of the arbitration clause, there 
yet remained the question whether the agreement was altogether invalid, 
and if it was held to be invalid the jurisdiction of the court revived. -On 
this ground alone he should make an order having a view to saving 
expense and exercising the discretion conferred by ord. 25, r. 2. Again, 
the question of confirmation of the agreement by statute was a short point 
of law. If the validity of the agreement was ascertained, there would 
arise another question which apparently was raised by the pleadings— 
namely, whether the agreement was in conformity with certain heads of 
agreement. Without going further into the matter, the points of law 
raised by the reply ap; to be distinct and material and justifying an 
order within ord. 25, r. 2. That there was some inconvenience in the 
ractice under ord. 25, r. 2, was obvious to all, because, first, there was a 
ong and contentious argument, not on the question of law, but as to 
whether the question of law should be ar, separately, and if the court 
made an order, there would be a second contest. Possibly there would 
be an appeal from an order, and it was not for him to say whether the 
court would consider it a question of discretion or jurisdiction. Then, 
again, the decision on the point of law might be a: ed from. But it was 
not because there might be a multitude of a peale or other defects in the 
present system of procedure that he was to line to exercise his discre- 
tion when, by doing so, it was probable that matters might be put in 
train for a speedy decision of points of law raised by the pleadings, which, 
as he had said, had a material and important bea on the action. He, 
therefore, made the order as asked, with costs of the motion to be dis- 
peeet of at the hearing cf the points of law.—CovunseL, Horace Davey, 
.C., Romer, Q.C., Stirling ; The Attorney-General (Webster, Q.C.), 
ta Q.C., and 0. Mitchell. Soxicrrors, 0. ¢ 8. Harrison § Co.; W. R. 
tevens. 





Practics — Junispiction — Insunotion — Spxcrvic Psrrormance — 
CovENANT RUNNING WITH LAND—AGREEMENT TO sUPPLY WATER rRoM WELL 
and Worxs—Damaces tn Liv or Insunction.—In the case of Warton v. 
Robinson and The Colne Valley Water Company, before Chitty, J., on the 8th 
inst., it a that the plaintiff in 1883 purchased an estate with the 
benefit of a water supply laid on from a well and works on an adjoining 
estate belonging to the defendant Robinson, who had in 1871 entered 
into an agreement with the vendor’s predecessors in title to supply to the 
occupiers of houses on their estate water for a term of twenty-one years 
at a given rate of payment. a that Robinson*had transferred 
the waterworks and the rights obligations under the agreement to the 
defendant water company, and the plaintiff complained that this was 
done without his consent, and that the company had connected their pipes 
with the works in question, and cut off the plaintiff's supply from the 
well, and forced water from other sources to the plaintiff's estate. The 

laintiff claimed an injunction restraining the defendant Robinson from 
ving the occupiers of houses on the estate without a water supply from 
the defendants’ well, and an order compelling him to supply the water, 
and also an injunction to restrain the water company from disconnecting 
the well and works and from causing any water from sources other than 
the well to flow to the plaintiff's estate, and damages, The defendants 
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submitted that the agreement was a covenant, and that ther® 
was no case for specific performance, and, therefore, no case for d 
Currry, J., said that the imjunction asked for was tantamount 
toa claim for specific performance, but the court declined to grant 
specific performance of an agreement which required continuous 
active operations. There, no doubt, had been certain exceptions 
made in the cases of railway or public companies exercising 
compulsory powers of taking land, and stipulating to do works 
in respect of the lands so taken. Such cases, however, stood 
on a peculiar footing, and had no application to the case before the court. 
There, no doubt, had been one case (Strelley v. Pearson, L. R. 15 Ch. D. 113) 
where the court had compelled the defendants to pes 4 a pump going 
to save a mine from being drowned. In that case the wide view taken by 
Jessel, M.R., as to the construction to be put u the Judicature Act, 
1873, 8. 25, sub-section 8, seemed to have been adopted, but the Court of 
Appeal, in The North London Railway Company v. The Great Northern Railway 
Company (31 W. R. 490, L. R. 11 Q. B. D. 30), did not entirely a ve of 
the view of Jessel, M.R. The case of Cooke v. Chileott (L. R. 3 Ch. D. 694) had 
been relied on by the plaintiff, where Malins, V.C., had granted an injunc- 
tion restraining a defendant, who had covenanted to supply the plaintiff's 
house with water from a well on the defendant’s property, from leaving the 

laintiff’s house without a supply from the well. The law in that case, 

owever, appeared to have been recently overruled by the Court of Appeal 
(Austerberry v. Corporation of Oldham, W.N. 1885, p. 108). Had that case 
not been overruled he would have held that it was not law, and incon- 
sistent with any intelligible ge The court never granted injunc- 
tions to compel persons to do active works, because such injunctions 
would require the incessant supervision of the court, and would be likely 
to lead to numerous motions to commit defendants for disobedience. It 
was contended for the plaintiff that he was in the position of terre tenant 
—that was tosay, the person who held the land, for the benefit of which 
the covenant was entered into. But the operations were to be performed, 
not on the plaintiffs land, but on the defendants’ land. There was also 
a rent to be paid for the water, and the covenant was, therefore, burden- 
some, but the burden of a covenant would not run with the fee simple 
of land. The covenant, therefore, was a personal covenant. Again, the 
doctrine of Tulk v. Moxhay (2 Ph. 774) was held by the Court of Appeal, 
in The London and South-Western Railway Company v. Gomm (30 W. ci 620, 
L. R. 20 Ch. D. 562), only to apply to restrictive covenants. The plaintiff, 
therefore, was not entitled to an injunction, nor was he entitled to 
damages. For the jurisdiction conferred on the court by Lord Cairns’ 
Act only applied to giving damages in cases where an injunction could be 
granted. or had the Judicature Acts extended the jurisdiction in cases 
where there was only an equitable claim. In the present case, had the 
plaintiff joined the original covenantee as co-plaintiff, no doubt there 
would have been jurisdiction, because there would then have been a 
legal, as well as an equitable, claim before the court. The action would 
be dismissed, with costs.—Counset, Macnaghten, Q.C., Finlay, Q.C., and 
Laing ; Romer, Q.C., and Stirling. Soxrcrrors, Gellatly, Son, ¢ Warton; 
Murray, Hutchins, § Stirling. 





Company—Winvine urp—DismissaL or Pgetition—Costs.—In a case of 
In ve The Tyneside Permanent Benefit Building Society, before Pearson, J., 
on the 4th inst., the question arose whether the court, when making an 
order dismissing a winding-up petition, could give costs to the petitioners. 
The petition was presented by unadvanced members of the society. It 
came on to be heard in November last, and it was then ordered to stand 
over for six months. When the petition came on again for hearing it 
appeared that the society was not solvent in an ordinary commercial 
sense, but the outside creditors had all been paid, and all the property of 
the society had been sold. The only unpaid creditors were the ua- 
advanced members, and the only funds for their eement were the sums 
due from the advanced members, which were payable by instalments in a 
series of years. The only question was how the costs of the petition were 
to be dealt with. Paxson, J., said that there was no case for a winding- 
up order ; there was nothing to wind up. “He was of opinion that the 
petition was a bond fide one, and that the society ought not to have raised 
any question as to itssolvency. But, the issue noring been tendered, the 
petitioners were not wrong in accepting it. He had felt much tempted to 
give the petitioners the costs of the petition. But under the circumstances 
the petitioners could derive no advantage from the petition, and his lord- 
ship had not been furnished by counsel with any authority, and he had 
been unable to find any himsett, for giving costs to a petitioner cn whose 
petition no order was made. He could not, therefore, do anything but 
dismiss the petition without costs. —CounsrL, Swinfen Eady; Colt; H. 
Burton Buckley ; Phipson Beale. Soutcrrons, Nash § Field; Pattison, 

Wigg, § Co.; Bell, Brodrick, ¢ Gray. 





Marrrep Woman—Srrarate Prorerry — Reverstonary Intsrest— 
Marrrep “Women’s Prorgsrtry Act, 1882, s, 5.—In the case of J. M. 
Tucker, deceased, Emanuel v. Parfitt, before Pearson, J., on the 4th and 7th 
insts., the question arose whether a woman married before the passing of 
the Married Women's Property Act, 1882, was entitled to have certain 
trust funds to which she was entitled in reversion before the g of 
the Act, and which had since fallen into possession, transferred and paid 
to her for her separate use, or whether the same were subject to the trusts 
of her settlement, and this depended upon the construction to be put 
wpop section 5 of the Act. Under the will of a testator, Mrs. Emanuel, 
at the date of her marriage, which took place in the year 1872, was " 
titled in reversion expectant upon the decease of her father to a share 


his residuary estate. At the ne of be eee was t. 
Prior to the marriage a deed was prepared by whi in erent oaks 





intended wife covenanted with the trustees of the deed that, as soon as 
the intended wife should attain twenty-one years, they would convey and 
assure to the trustees their reversionary interests. in th 
testator’s residuary estate. Mrs. Emanuel ed the age of twenty- 
one years on the 3rd of June, 1873, but no settlement was made in 
suance of the covenant contained in the deed. Mrs. —— tater 
died in the _— year, whereupon Mrs. Emanuel 

and contended that, under section 5 of the Married Women’s Px 
Act, 1882, she was entitled to have her share in the testator’s ré 
estate transferred and paid to her for her separate use. The 

the other hand, contended that such share was subject to the 
trusts of the deed. Mrs. Emanuel’s share amounted to £6,000. 
Pearson, J., after referring to the cases of Baynton v. Collins (28 Soxtcr- 
Tors’ JouRNAL, 674, L. R. 27 Ch. D. 604), In re Thompson and Ourzon (33 
W. R. 661, L. R. 29 Ch. D. 177), and Dizon v. Smith (Law Journal Weekly 
Notes, April 29, 1885, p. 92), said that these authorities were in fayour of 
a construction different to that which he was going to put upon section 5 
of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882. He decided the 

purely upon the grammatical construction of the section in question. He 
thought that the words in section 5, ‘“her title to which, whether vested 
or contingent, and whether in ion, remainder, or reversion, which 
shall accrue after the commencement of this Act,’’ meant “ her title to 
which, whether it be vested or contingent, shall accrue either in Rosses- 
sion, reversion, or remainder after the commencement of this Act.” He 
thought these words only pointed to one accruer, not three accruers. ‘He 
thought that, whatever the title was when it first accrued, that was the 
title to be considered when ome me i. | whether a married woman was 
entitled to her separate use or not. remainder 
before the Act, the fact that it accrued in possession after the Act did not 
matter. He therefore held that Mrs. Emanuel, having a title in remain- 
der before the Act, was not entitled to have her share in the residuary 
estate transferred and paid to her, but that the same was subject to the 
trusts of the deed.—Counset, Higgins, Q.C., and Oswald; Everett, Q.C., 
and Batten. Soxrcrrors, Emanuel § Co; Wedlake, Letts, § Wedlake. 


i 





But or Sare—Luup Scm ror Inrerest—Buus or Sate Ac (1878) 
AMENDMENT Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 43), s. 9.—Im the case of Therp v. 
Cregeen, which came before the Divisional Court on the 3rd inst., on 
from the Lambeth County Court, a point under the Bills of Sale Act, a 
arose. The plaintiff gave a bill of sale, dated the 5th of February, 1885, 
to the plaintiff to secure the payment of £30 advanced by the plaintiff to 
the defendant, together with the sum of £5 interest thereon. bill of 
sale provided :—‘' And the said mortgagor doth further agree and declare 
that he will duly pay to the said mortgagee the principal sum 
seesas cn the Sth day ct Apel,” and, the Sth aya? oneh: Suaneniie 

unds on the 5 ts) il,”’ an e eac’ 
seer These Gases @ viso that the should not be liable to 
seizure except (amongst other things) if d . ee 
the sum at the time provided for payment. Default —e: made 
in the payment of an instalment, the defendant entered 
house and seized the goods, and the tiff thereupon brought an 
to recover damages for trespass, on ground that the bill of sale 
void, as not being in accordance with form in ~ schedule 
the interest not being ‘‘ rateable, being a lump sum 
monthly instalments. The county court andee held that the of 
was valid. The court (Lord Cotzrines, C.J., and Marnew, J.), | 
the decision, held that the case of Davis v. Burton (32 W. R. 423, L. R. 1 
Q. B. D. 537) did not apply, and that the bill of sale was valid, and conse- 

uently the defendant had not committed a trespass.—CovnseL, Kemp, 

.C., and Glenn ; Rose-Innes. 








In reviewing Mr. Pollock's “‘ Principles of Contract,” last week, we 
remarked that we missed, at p. 197, the recent case of Re Flavell (L. R. 25 
Ch. D. 89). It should have been added that this case is cited sub nom. 
Murray v. Flavell, in a note at p. 203. 

On Wednesday last the Lord Chief Justice, in answer to an 
from the Attorney-General, said that, as, next week, nearly all the j 
would be en on the circuits, the Divisional Court would not, 
Monday next, take applications for new trials, ha 
strength in keeping down the motions. 


by Messrs. Walton & Lee, at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard. The 
comprises the family residence of Etal, six large farms, the 

Etal village, Etal Moor Colliery, and the remains of the Castle of Etak- 
the whole 3,500 acres. The price realized was 


extending to nearly 
£70,000, a venga ae 
urchaser is . James 
Hated to be the largest which hes this year taken place in the auction 


trranotyet of 
a ra 


rooms of the Mart. 
On Saturday last, 


Mathew came upon the bench accom ‘ai 
Colerid ieteeinonl to the bar—all dee 


e interesting case to be and ex 
Eons enrpen ean tne 


and reception of Counsel. 
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SOCIETIES. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY, 


The following is a list of qualified members of the society nominated as 
members of the council to be elected at the annual general meeting on 
the 10th inst. :— 

[The candidates whose names are marked thus (*) go out of office by 


, 1, Howard-street, Strand, nominated by William 
James Farrer, 66, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, and William H. Saltwell, 1, Stone- 
buildings, Lincoln’s-inn. 
x Roscoe, 36, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, nominated by Spencer White- 
head, 1, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, and C. J. Mander, 9, New-square, 
Lincoln’s-inn. 


*Ebenezer John Bristow, 1, Copthall-buildings, Copthall-court, E.C., 
nominated by Charles Edward Jones, 2, St. Mildred’s-court, E.C., and 
Thomas P. Cobb, 41, Finsbury-circus, E.C. 

*Henry Watson Parker, The Rectory House, St. Michael’s-alley, Corn- 
hill, nominated by Charles Frederick Murray, 11, Birchin-lane, E.C., and 
W. Walton, 101, Leadenhall-street, E.C. 

John Cooper, Manchester, nominated by Henry Wood, Manchester, 
and W. H. Guest, Manchester. 

*Robert Richardson Dees, Newcastle-on-Tyne, nominated by C. Harrison 
Stanton, Newcastle-on-Tyne, and Thomas Simpson, Leeds. 

*Joseph Addison, 7, Walbrook, E.C., nominated by Richard Dawes, 
jun., 9, Angel-court, Throgmorton-street, and Frederick Maples, 6, 

erick’s-place, Old Jewry. 
Hi Wing, Nottingham, nominated by 8. J. Johnson, Nottingham, 
and M. D. Osbaldeston, 36, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

*John Wreford Budd, 20, Austin Friars, E.C., nominated by Arthur 
E. Finch, 2, oe SW and W. H. Gray, 9, Bow Church-yard. 

Edwin Freshfield, LL.D., Bank-buildings, E.C., nominated by 
Richard Dawes, jun., 9, Angel-court, Throgmorton-street, and William 
Dawson, 2, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn. 

*Richard Nicholson, 38, Spring-gardens, S.W., nominated by J. M. 
Teesdale, 6, Frederick’s-place, Old Jewry, and R. Ducane, Gray’s-inn. 

*Robert Cunliffe, 43, Chancery-lane, nominated by William Benjamin 
— 26, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, and A. P. Bower, 4, Bream’s-buildings, 


*Joseph Dodds, M.P., Stockton-on-Tees, nominated by James Ingram, 
67, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, and Robert Spence Watson, Newcastle-on-Tyne. 
Clair James Grece, LL.D., Redhill, Surrey, nominated by J. A. 
Radcliffe, 20, Craven-street, Charing-cross, and G. Carter Morrison, 94, 
Cannon-street, and Reigate. 
James Robert MacArthur, 30, John-street, Bedford-row, nominated 
by Edmund Kimber, 15, Walbrook, E.C., and T. F. Charlton, 29, John- 
Bedford-row. 

*Cornelius Thomas Saunders, Birmingham, nominated by G. J. John- 
son, Birmingham, and Arthur Godlee, Birmingham. 

List of qualified members of the society proposed as president and vice- 
president of the society, to be elected at the same meeting :— 

Roscoe, president, 36, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, nominated by 

Loftas 8. Long, 6, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, and E. L. Roweliffe, 1, 
Bedford-row, W.C. 

Henry Watson Parker, vice-president, The Rectory House, St. 
Michael’s-alley, Cornhill, nominated by Loftus 8S. Long, 6, New-square, 
Lincoln’s-inn, and E. L. Rowcliffe, 1, Bedford-row, W.C. 

List of qualified persons proposed as auditors of the society, to be 
elected at the same meeting :— 

Ernest Edward Lake, 4, Serle-street, Lincoln’s-inn, nominated by 
Frederick John Tucker, 4, Serle-street, Lincoln’s-inn, and Charles 
Ponsonby Wilmer, 26, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

John Stephen Chapelow, F.0.A., 10, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, nominated 
y Charles Ponsonby Wilmer, 26, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, and Rowland 

evitt Bennett, 2, New-square, Lincoln’ s-inn. 

James Carlos Patteson, 16, Bedford-row, W.C., nominated by A. W. 
Surtees, 35, Bedford-row, and Charles Mylne Barker, 15, Bedford-row. 

Gerard Van de Linde, F.C.A., F.8.8., 12, Laurence Pountney-lane, 
E.C., nominated by W. Walton, 101, Leadenhall-street, E.C., and 
W. Joseph Jarrett, 66, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 





The following are extracts from the report of the council :— 

Solicitors’ Remuneration.—At the annual provincial meeting, held at 
Birmingham in October last, a resolution was unanimously re- 
commending the council to endeavour to obtain an alteration of the Solici- 
tore’ Remuneration Act, so as to provide that a scale of costs, in all 

of legal business, should be fixed and determined, from time to 

time, by s tribunal on which the solicitor branch of the profession should 

be represented. The matter was considered by the council, and a repre- 

sentation, in accordance with the resolution, was made to the Lord 

Mhancellor, who was requested to consider the subject with a view to 

say Sahlotive. A deputation from the council afterwards waited upon 

his With reference to the matter. His lordship said that without 

farther commanication with other is he could not undertake to 

or vo gorge ae e ae ge that if. the council 

a,Bill for carrying their views into effect, he 

would ‘give 1 his cprefal consideration. A t Bill om the subject is 
‘now im coursé of preparation. | 

Business in Chambers.—In July last the council received a letter from the 


Lord Chancellor to the effect that he thought it desirable, for various 
reasons, that the subject of the present rules as to the distribution and 
arrangement of business, both in court and in the chambers of the Chancery 
Division, and the rules as to the distribution and use of the clerical power in 
chambers, should receive careful consideration, with reference to the 
present and probable future state and requirements of the division, by a 
committee which should contain representatives of the judges, the bar, 
and solicitors, and he asked whether the council would submit the name 
of one of their number who would be willing to give his assistance or 
such a committee. The council, in reply, nominated Mr. Henry Roscoe, 
the vice-president of the society, who was accordingly placed upon the 
committee. In January last the council addressed a communication to 
the Lord Chancellor, based upon a report of the Judicature and Bank- 
ruptcy Rules Committee of the society, in which they pointed out that the 
judges of the Chancery Division are now required to try causes with and 
without witnesses, and to dispose of interlocutory applications referred to 
the court, and that it was impossible, at any rate in some courts, to know 
with any degree of certainty when any application would be disposed of ; 
that causes had appeared in the paper for several days and had then dis- 
appeared for many weeks, and that an adjourned summons had been 
pending for so long as twelve months before being disposed of; and that 
some remedy appeared essential. The suggestions and observations made 
by the council were to the following effect :—That it was undesirable to 
alter the present practice of assigning causes to particular judges. That 
it was very desirable in many cases—as, for instance, those connected 
with the inistration of estates and the guardianship and maintenance 
of infants, and the like—that one judge should have cognizance of the 
proceedings from beginning to end. That each judge should sit one 
whole day in each week in chambers, to hear all matters adjourned from 
the chief clerk, and that counsel should be permitted to attend; and in 
the event of such matters being . oe into court, that they should be 
heard pari passu with petitions. t the present staff of judges and 
chief clerks is quite insufficient to keep down the work in this branch of 
the court, and that the appointment of an additional judge, with an 
adequate staff of chief clerks and assistants, was greatly needed. The 
additional fees which would be derived from the increased work would more 
than pay the expense of the increase suggested. Attention was called to 
the very serious delay in the office of the taxing masters, by which the 
division of funds is delayed and the winding up of suits procrastinated. 
An addition to the staff was suggested, the council being of opinion that 
the increase of fees would be found sufficient to pay the increased expense. 
With a view of expediting the business in the offices of the registrars and 
taxing masters, and on the assumption that an adequate addition is made 
to the staff of chief clerks and their assistants, the council made the 
following further recommendations:—(a.) That the costs of pro- 
ceedings originating in chambers should be taxed by the chief 
clerks; (4.) that orders made in the following cases in the 
chambers of the Chancery Division be drawn up by the chief clerks :— 
1) Discovery ; (2) practice generally—as, for instance, orders for service 
out of the jurisdiction or dispensing with service, orders for appointment 
of examiners and guardians, and orders in maintenance cases where funds 
in court are not being dealt with; (3) orders for payment of purchase- 
money into court, if these orders are retained at all, which copenrs to be quite 
unnecessary ; (4) procedure under the Vendors and Purchasers Act; (5) 
under the Conveyancing and Law of Property Act, 1881; (6) under the 
Settled Land Act, 1882; (7) administration generally; (8) under order 
LV., Limited Administration. That all interlocutory motions should be 
set down in a list for hearing when notice of motion is served, but that 
this should not prevent a judge from hearing urgent motions not in the 
list. These suggestions are under the consideration of the Lord Chancel- 
lor’s Committee. 

Motions in the Chancery Division.—The council have considered a resolu- 
tion, passed at the special general meeting held on the 30th of April, 1884, 
to the effect that the interests of suitors, and the convenience of the pro- 
fession, require that the practice which obtains in all the other divisions of 
the High Court, of setting down motions and of taking them in the order 
in which they stand in the lists, should be extended to the Chancery 
Division, in order to avoid the present confusion, expense, and delay 
which arise in connection with motions tothe court. A representation has 
been made to the Lord Chancellor on the subject, and he has promised to 
bring it before the Rule Committee of Ju It will be seen that the 
subject-matter of this resolution was also dealt with in the communication 
made to the Lord Chancellor with reference to business in chambers. 
Chancery Witness Cases.—At the s eral meeting held in January 
last, a resolution was to the effect that the trial of chancery witness 
cases otherwise than de die in diem not only created great expense and incon- 
venience, but practically amounted to a denial of justice, and that an 
entire redistribution of the business in the five chancery courts was 
urgently called for. The council, having considered this resolution, 
forwarded a copy to the Judicature and Bankruptcy Rules Committee, 
who reported upon it, and a suggestion, having for its object the alteration 
indicated in the resolution, was included in the communication afterwards 
made by the council to the Lord Chancellor on the subject of improve- 
ments in the transaction of business in the Chancery Division. 

Service out of Jurisdiction.—The council have considered a resolution 
passed by the Judicature and Bankruptcy Rules Committee of this society 
on this subject. A communication has been made to the Lord Chancellor, 
in which it was pointed out that the power to sue debtors out of the juris- 
diction is restrained where the defendant is domiciled or ordinarily 
resident in Scotland or Ireland, and that it was desirable, in the interests 
of the public, that the service of writs out of the jurisdiction should be 
governed by rule 2 of the order referred to, which leaves it to the dis- 





cretion of the judge to determine where, huving regard to the comparative 
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cost and convenience of proceedings in land, or at the place of 
residence of the defendant, the debtor should be sued. His lordship 
replied that the matter was carefully considered by the Rule Committee 
in 1883, the ae wee rules on the subject having caused much offence and 
irritation in Scotland, and that it had been settled on principles which the 
Rule —e regarded as sound, and which his lordship was not willing 
to disturb. 

Access to the New Law Courts.—The council have again called the atten- 
tion of the Lord Chancellor to the inconvenience which arises by the 
officials not allowing solicitors to enter some of the courts if they are not 
engaged in the case then under discussion, and have suggested that, on 
production of a card bearing the seal of this society and signed by the 
secretary, to the effect that the holder is a duly-qualified solicitor, he 
should be admitted to the courts at all times when they are open for the 
transaction of business, should the courts not be too full to admit him. 
The matter is still under the consideration of the Lord Chancellor, and 
the council will continue to give it attention. 

irustees’ Investments.—In June last the council considered a communi- 
cation received from the Birmingham Law Society on this subject, and 
addressed a letter to the Lord Chancellor to the effect that, in future, 
power should be given to trustees to invest all trust funds on the securities 
specified in section 21 of the Settled Land Act, 1882, and, with the consent 
of the court or a judge—(1) in the purchase of land or in the guaranteed 
or preference stocks of railway companies having previously paid dividend 
on ordinary stock for ten years continuously ; (2) on the security of any 
local authority in Great Britain authorized by Parliament to borrow 
money ; (3) in the Government security of any colony or dependency of 
Great Britain, including railway stock guaranteed by the Indian Govern- 
ment. The Lord Chancellor acknowledged the receipt of the communica- 
tion, and said that the matter would receive his careful attention. The 
council have considered the grave consequences to trustees involved in 
some of the judges’ remarks in the decision of Fry v. Tapson, implying 
that a breach of trust was committed if more than half the value of house 
property was advanced on mortgage. The council have obtained the 
introduction of a clause inte the Trustees’ Relief Bill, which, if passed, 
will meet the case. 

Payment of Purchase-money to Solicitors.—The council, in their annual 
report of 1884, informed the members of the steps taken in the matter of 
Bellamy and the Metropolitan Board of Works (see L. R. 24 Ch. D. 387). 
The council endeavoured to get a clause inserted in the Settled Land Bill, 
which was before Parliament during the first session of 1884, to the effect 
that clause 56 of the Act of 1881 should apply whether the pou 
entitled to give the receipt for the consideration money mentioned in the 
deed were trustees or not. The late Earl Cairns, however, feared that the 
introduction of such a clause would hamper the Bill, and it was therefore 
not pressed. The council have, however, obtained the introduction of a 
similar clause into the Trustees’ Relief Bill. 

Audience of Solicitors under the Bankruptcy Act, 1883.—In June last the 
attention of the council was called to the refusal of the registrar of the 
Greenwich County Court to allow a member of the society to examine a 
debtor, as he did not produce a written authority from the creditor under 
section 17, sub-section 4, notwithstanding that section 151 reserves to 
solicitors the right of audience which they had before the passing of 
the Act of 1883. The council, in the interests of the profession, “ps 
pealed from the decision of the registrar, but the Court of Appeal held 
that the registrar was right. The council have determined to carry the 
case to the House of Lords. 

Agricultural Holdings (England) Act, 1883.—The council considered a 
question submitted by the Worcestershire Law Society as to the proper 
— with reference to the appropriation of the statutory poundage on 

evying distress for rent on agricultural holdings. The question being of 
considerable interest to solicitors engaged in the management of landed 
estates, the council communicated with the country law societies and 
with numerous solicitors on the subject, and in the result the council 
came to the conclusion that the percentage of 3 per cent. on sums 
exceeding £20 and not exceeding £50, and of 24 per cent. on sums 
beyond £50, is not payable to the bailiff, and, in pursuance of this 
opinion, the council have determined to take up a test case for the 
purpose of obtaining a judicial decision on the point. 

Judgment Summonses.—Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, the power of 
hearing summonses, which had previously been exercised by the | at a of 
the High Court in chambers, was transferred to the arene, ne. 
trars, subject to appeal to the bankruptcy judge, and it was found that 
the new machinery worked well. The rules of the 4th of March, 1885, 
which came into force in April last, provide that all judgment summonses, 
whatever the amount, shall be heard and determined in the county courts. 
The council, on the suggestion of the Judicature and Bankruptcy Rules 
Committee of the society, addressed a communication on the subject to 
the Lord Chancellor, to the effect that they had made careful inquiries 
into the matter, and had conferred with practitioners who had special 
experience in this class of business, and, in the result, were satisfied that 
the process, as recently conducted, was far more regoury | to the public 
and the profession than it had ever been before; that the trars in 
bankruptcy were familiar with the examination of debtors; that there 
was a more effective and exhaustive inquiry into the debtor’s means of 
payment than was possible in judges’ chambers under the old practice, 
and that the results to the trading community of London had been very 
satisfactory ; that it was feared that these benefits would be lost by the 
change of the jurisdiction to the scattered metropolitan county courts, 
the practice in each of which may differ considerably ; that, owing to the 
intermittent sittings of these courts, and to the inconvenience which 
arises from creditors having to resort to various places within the London 
district instead of to one central office, the proposed alteration would, it 





is feared, prove much less effactive than the practice which now exists. 
The council also pointed out that, in the event of the county court  indge 
being of yang a that a receiving order shoujd be made, it wo 

necessary for him to return the proceedings to the High Court. This 

would obviously cause delay and expense which were at present avoided, 

the registrar being able to deal with the matter at once. On the sugges- 

tion of the Lord Chancellor, a deputation from the council had an 

interview with the Solicitor-General on the subject, and the matter is 

still under consideration. 

Bankruptey Act, 1883.—The Judicature and Bankruptcy Rules Com- 
mittee of the society have had under consideration the Bankruptcy Act, 
1883, and the rules made thereunder, and have drawn up a report, which 
has been adopted by the council, and which they forwarded to the Lord 
Chancellor and the President of the Board of Trade for consideration. 
With regard to proxies, it was suggested that a creditor should have 
power to give a general proxy to his solicitor or to any other creditor who 
proves, or to the manager, clerk, or other person in the regular employ- 
ment. of such person; that a foreign or colonial creditor should have 
power to give such proxy to his correspondent in England ; and that it 
should no longer be n to obtain the form of proxy from the 
official receiver, or that creditors should fill in their own proxies. The 
holder of a power of attorney should also be able to oo a proxy for 
the creditor represented by him. It was pointed out that the restriction 
imposed by section 22, sub-section 1, with reference to the choice 
of committee men, was prejudicial; and it was therefore suggested 
that creditors should be at liberty to appoint any one to 
serve on the committee without restriction. It was also sug- 
gested that the second meeting, to confirm schemes or composi- 
tions, should be abolished; that at least seven days’ notice of the 
first meeting should be sent out immediately after the debtor’s statement 
of affairs had been filed, and that the notice should be accompanied by 
the front sheet of the statement of affairs and the debtor’s deficiency 
account ; that the official receiver should report to the creditors at the 
first meeting, or prior thereto if he should think fit, but that the notice of 
the meeting should not be delayed for the report; that the public 
examination should, when practicable, be fixed for the day following the 
first meeting. With to appeals from the chairman’s decision as to 
votes, it was suggested that they should go direct to the registrar, whose 
decision should be final as to the validity of the vote for the then present 

urposes, but without prejudice to the creditcr’s right, if the proof should 
be rejected, to tender a fresh proof for the purposes of dividend ; thatany 
appeal from the chairman’s decision should be entered within three clear 
days; and that the operation of any resolution affected by the age yee 
vote should be suspended until after the appeal. As to the duty of one 
per cent. imposed on all applications to the court to approve schemes or 
compositions, it was suggested that such duty should be refunded if the 
application was refused. In respect of costs, it was suggested that the 
taxing masters should be authorized to exercise a fair discretion as to the 
allowance (whether on a debtor’s or a creditor’s petition) for preliminary 
or other charges connected with the debtor's failure or any steps taken to 
protect the estate for the benefit of the creditors in general, and that no 
review of taxation should take place except by order of the judge. . 

At the request of the Lord Chancellor, the council, with the assistance 
of the Judicature and Bankruptcy Rules Committee of the society, 
prepared a proposed scale of fees for the proper remuneration of solicitors 
under the Bankruptcy Act, together with rules on the subject, which have 
been sent to the Lord Chancellor and the President of the Board of Trade, 
and it is understood that they are now under consideration. 





SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION, 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of director of this association 
was held at the Law Insiitution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
the 8th mmst., Mr. J. Anderson Rose in the chair. The other directors 
present were Messrs. W. Beriah Brook, S. Harris (Leicester), Edwin 
Hedger, J. H. Kays, W. B. Paterson, R. Pennington, R. Pidcock 
(Woolwich), H. Roscoe, Sidney Smith, Frederic T. Woolbert, and J. T. 
Scott (secretary). A sum of £360 was distributed in ts of relief, 
eighty-seven new members were admitted to the and other 
general business was transacted. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


The following candidates were successful at the Intermediate Exami- 
nation, held on the 18th of June, 1885 :— 


Adcock, Herbert Phillips Benyon- Winsor, George Norman 
Allen, Walter Bulkeley Bere, Charles, B.A. 

Allen, William Gough Besant, Henry Edgar Robert 
Ashton, Henry Buxton Angier Bird, John Arthur 

Austin, Stanley, B.A. Bird, John William Edwin 
Baker, Archibald Henry Booth, James Edward 
Barrowclough, John Bostock, Henry 





Barwise, Thomas Higham Breese, James 

Bell, Francis James Brock, Henry Blake 

Benham, wie) Frederick Brockbank, William ag 
Bennett, Ernest William Thomas aldegrave 
Benson, Edward Ernest Bromley, Joseph Waiker 
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Carr, Thomas ee, 3.4. 
Cartwright, William Jo ratrex 
Catlow, Arthur 

Cator, Ralph Bertie Peter, B.A. 
Chamberlain, ae Harry 
Perey Peo d 

Chidell, John Thrupp 
Chitty, Joseph Henry Pollock, B.A. 
Clarke, Arthur Joseph 


Meadows, Robert Charles 
Mellor, Percy 

Michelmore, Henry William 
Miles, Alfred Horsfall 
Morris, William Henry 
Morton, John Tatham 
Muskett, Herbert George 
Myers, Melancthon Thackray 
Neve, William 

Norman, Arthur 

Norton, Edmund Scott 
Nott, Francis Robert 
Ogden, James Herbert 
Parker, Christopher John 


P 
Cloudsdale, Thomas Gaskarth Wood-Parkyn, Alfred Howard 
urne 


b 
Cobb, John Henry 
Cobb, ss Julius 
Cobley, ck Edward, B.A. 
Cook, George William 
Coombs, Richard Samuel Gurney 
Cornish, John Batten 
Cowan, Thomas Galloway 
Crawshay, Geoffrey Stratford 
Crow, John Henry 
Curtis, Arthur Sicard 


Davidson, Alfred George, B.A. 

Davis, George Wellinger 

Daw, John Edward 

De Buriatte, Ernest Isaac 
Cecil 


Dickinson, 
Drake, Charles Rivers 
Duke, William Griffiths 
Ensor, Edward Robert 
Evans, Eldon 
Foster, Lancelot Rougier 
Fox, Edmund Thomas 
Frith, Cyril Armetriding 
Fuller, Thomas Naylor 
Farbank, Arthur James 
Gardiner, Frank 
Garnett, Henry William George 
Gatty, William Henry Caryer, B.A. 
Gerrish, Ernest Stratton 
Gilroy, George Norris 
son, Arthur Bemrose Rogers 
Graham, John 
Gray, George Robert 
Green, John Walter 
Griffith, John St. Aubrey Mansel 


Gwynne 
Hale, David, B.A. 
Hancock, Richard 
Hardcastle, Melville Joseph 
Harris, Reginald Brunel 


Hurst, George 

Febb, Goo - Sant 1 William, B.A 
e ue) A. 

Jenkyn, Thomas Edward 

Jones, Alfred Henry 

Jones, Harry 

Jones, John Piers Lloyd 

Jones, Robert Bertram 

Jupp, Ernest Holroyd 

Kent, Frederic Edwin 


Leavers, Herbert Fothergill 
Litchfield, Herbert 
Lomax, Thomas Duckworth 
Lowther, Newton Ernest 
Lumb, 
Lymn, Frederic Charles 
Las mae 

e, rge 
Macks: , Josiah Kipping 
Manlove, Lionel Rushworth 


Parry, William Robert 
Payne, Thomas Stockwood 
Pease, Robert 
Pickup, John Wimpenny 
Piercy, Colin Carlton 
Pinder, John Hothersall, B.A. 
Plant, Norman 
Potts, Charles Herbert 
Powell, Thomas Edmund, B.A. 
Prichard, Richard Henry 
Radcliffe, David Clark 
Ranson, D’Oyley Scott 
Rastrick, Edwin Elliott 
Ray, Percy Charles 
Reeve, Thomas David 
Rhodes, Abraham 
Robbins, Walter George 
Robinson, Cecil Peregrine 
Robinson, George Henry 
Ruddock, Charles Lock 
Russell, Charles 
Saltmarshe, Hugh 
Say, Geoffrey Norman Edward Hall 
Sharland, George 
Sherrington, George Stuart, B.A., 
LL.B. 

Shires, James Edward 
Smallpage, Percy Mansell 
Smith, Charles Arthur 
Smith, Harold Seton 
Smith, Harry 
Smith, Harry Heath 
Smith, Reginald Ernest 
Smith, Vernon 
Southworth, William Turner 
Spark, Gerald Spark Smith, B.A. 
Squarey, Lancelot 
Stammers, Sydney Joseph Richard 
Steele, Charles Dean 
Stirling, John, B.A. 
Stokes, Edward John 
Stokoe, John Herbert 
Stokoe, Thomas Lambton 
Storry, Frederick Henry 
Swinhoe, Rodway Charles John 
Sykes, Edwin 
Talbot, Hugo 
Taylor, Bernard John Howard Odin 
Temperley, Henry, B.A. 
Thurn, Colin Campbell im, B.A. 
Tourle, John Martin 
Treacher, Arthur Veary 
Trow, William Henry 
Turner, James 
Turner, Richard 
Wadsworth, Frank 
Walker, William Arthur 
Walker, William Henry 
Warren, Frederick Arthur 
Wathen, Edward 
Watkins, John Richard 
Watson, William George 
White, Charles Edward 
White, George Alfred Huelin 
White, John 
Whitehead, Arthur Algernon, B.A, 
Whitehead, — Alan, B.A. 
Whitgreave, Humphrey Geor, 
Widdowson, William Je oseph “ 
Wilkins, Walter Sidney 
Williams, Henry James 
Williamson, Walter 
Willoughby, William, B.A. 
Willson, George 
Wilson, Charles Frederick 
Wool” Leslie Herbert 

Arthur Her 
Woodbridge, Francis Charles 





The following candidates were successful at the Final Examination, 
held on the 16th and 17th of June, 1885 :— 


Aitken, Thomas 

Ascroft, James Henry, B.A. 

Ash, Ernest, M.A., B.O.L. 

Atkinson, Arthur 

Aysom, Walter Henry 

Bailey, William 

Ballantyne, James 

ry John oe me . 
arnes, Reginal ornboroug 

Barnett, Abraham 

Barron, Edward Evelyn, B.A. 

Batten, Joseph 

Baxter, Richard Walter 

Bayley, Vernon Batthyany Fector 

Beaumont, Charles Midforth 

Beldon, Albert 

Blumer, Arthur Colville 

Bointon, James William 


Gale, William 
Gameson, John Her 
Gandy, Henry Garnett, B.A. 
Gardner, George James Ernest 
Gaze, Worsley John Robert, B.A. 
Gibson, Thomas Edward 
Glascodine, Charles Edward 
Glossop, Edwin Brownell 
Godfrey, Albert Hamilton 

Edgar Oliver 
3 ed Robert Michsel Oginski, 


Ha , 

Halliwell, William Pickup 
Harding, Charles Cater 
Hardy, Herbert Charles 
Harris, Frank James 


Bowling, Charles William Whate'ey Hartland, Joseph Bullen 


Brabant, Richard William 

Branthwaite, Robert Edward 

Braund, George 

Brightman, William Henry 

Bromet, George Albert 

Bromfield, John Carey 

Brown, George Laycock 

Browne, James Llewelyn Roe 

bon Lindsay tent George 
rydges, George Edward 

Bury, William Alfred 

Bush, Albert 

Bygott, Robert 

Carr, Charles Henry 

Carter, Edward John Honey 

Cartner, William 

Chadwick, James Percy 

Chance, Frederick Henry 

Chavasse, Ernest Ludovick 

Chester, Harry, B.A. 

Chilcott, Edward Smith 

Childs, William Augustus 

Chilton, George Carter 

Church, Edward Greenhill 

Clapp, 
B.A., LL.B. 


Coad, John Luskey 
Cobbold, Arthur Murray 
Collins, Lionel Beale Kyrle 


Hawkins, Francis Henry, LL.B. 
Heald, James, B.A. 

Heathcote, Rowland 

Heslop, John William Bernard 
Hilditch, Richard 

Hill, Evelyn Henry, B.A. 
Hillman, Arthur Edward Elers 
Hilton, Charles Henry 

Hirst, John Fawcett 

Hitchcock, Charles 

Hobson, John Robinson 
Holcroft, Walter, M.A. 
Holmes, Arthur Thomas, B.A. 
Holtom, William Fifield 
Hooper, Claud Albert 

Hope, Albert Allan 

Houghton, Edmund 

rag John Woodward Bowett, 


Howard, Joseph 

Howarth, Frederick 

Howarth, Robert 

Hudson, John Charles 
Hughes, Francis Edward, 3.4. 


Cecil Robert Mainwaring, Hughes, Thomas John 


Hyland, Albert Young 
James, Sidney Trefusis 
Jeeves, William John 
Jennings, Richard 
Johnson, Edward Banks 


Cooper, Frederick George StephenJones, Charles Percy 


Victor 
Corser, Arthur Sandford 
Cotman, Arthur 
Cotton, John Thomas 
Crosby, Hugh Stowell, LL.B. 
Daniel, Thomas Al' 
David, William Ontario 
Davies, Gilbert 
Davies, John Samuel 
Davis, Richard 


Day, George Dennis, B.A., LL.B. 
Day, Robert William 
Dean, Cyril Charles Stephen 
Dennes, Arthur Win , B.A. 
nen Alfred 
m, Jose 

Doke, \ Willies 
Duckworth, Hepsley Crabtree 

nm, Thomas 

Robert enry 
gar, 

Pete: Harry 
Emerson, George 
Emery, Henry Charles 
Ensor, Frederick William, B.A. 
Evans, Frederick James 
Farrington, Robert 
Fillmer, Horatio Rutter 
Fitzmaurice, Henry Alfred 
Flux, Charles Weston Langley 
Fonblanque, Arthur Frank de 
Ford, Ro Hall 


Jones, Edwin Foulkes 
Jones, Frederick Clifford Hamilion 
Jones, George Pugh 
Jones, Vincent Clifford 
Kelly, James Herbert Reily 
Kempster, Sydney Alfred Guy 
Kershaw, Frank 
Keys- Wells, Arthur Penrhyn 
ise coop Fallowdown Oul 

4 owdown ton 
Lewis, Walter William 
Lob, Charles Constant 
Looker, Henry 
Loveday, Walter 
Maddock, Rokeby Douglas 
Malin, Arthur Wentworth 
Marson, Arthur Thomas, B.A. 
Martin, Frederick William 
Martin, Herbert James 
Mason, Edward Walter 
Mason, Louis 
Mason, Raven Moore 
May, Henry Atlan Rov 

y, Henry Roughton 
Meares, Thomas, $ 
Morley, Haydn Arthur 
Morrison, John Fleming 
Morriss, Ernest Myddleton 
Mott, Alfred Fenwitk 
Mackalt, Thomas, B.A. 
Mudie, Henry 
Mundell, Thomas Hodgson 
Murray, Joseph Benjamin 
O’Hare, John Arthur 
Orford, William, B.A. 
Owen, Hel: 
Owen, William Pierce 


a 
a 





inski, 


ett, 
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Phipps, Albert Edward Temple, Arthur Waldie The Right Hon. Sir Arraur Hosnovss, K.0.8.1., has been 
foaled, John Thomas, Evan Daniel, B.A. as Hi of Hudspen. Lord Hobhouse 
Prichard, Albert Thomas, Owen Baylis fogrth son of the Mies Sen. Sak Rae, Sot ee ee : 
Proctor, Ernest Thomas, Wilfrid Ivanhoe He was educated Eton and at Balliol College, Oxford, Noh nl 
Prynne, John Basset Tickner, Aris uated first class in classics in 1840. He was called to the at 

, Samuel Arnott Tippetts, Arthur Stewart coln’s-inn in Easter Term, 1845, and he practised for many P seuss as an 

Radcliffe, Joseph Anthony Tongue, Henry uity draftsman and conveyancer. He became a Queen’s Counsel in 
Raley, Joseph Travis, William Parkes 1862, and was for some time a leader in the Rolls c 


Ravenor, William Graham Albert Trotman, Edward Peter 
Rendall, Herbert Burnell, B.A. 
Reynolds, Francis Jubal 

Rice, Bernard Francis, B.A. 
Richardson, Frank 
Richardson, Joseph 

Robinson, William James Vanderpump, William Charles 
Robotham, William Blews Van h, Bertram Benjamin 
Roderick, William Buckley Venn, Richard William Henry 
Rowlands, William Hugh Wade, Herbert Tetley, B.A. 
Roxburgh, William Henry, B.A Waldron, Arthur 

Ryder, William Henry Jopling Waldy, William 

Savigny, Ethelstan Osmond Walker, George Beaumont 

Savory, Ernest Jeffrey Charles Wanklyn, Henry Charles 

Scott, Cecil Ward, Thomas, B.A. 

Service, Frederick William Watson, Erskine Gerald, B.A, 
Shenton, Chalmer Watson, John Verity 

Shepherd, James Carter Watson, William Hargrave 
Shipman, William Trafford, B.A. Webb, Browne 

Sismey, Thomas Boulton Webster, George 

Slack, Alfred Weir, Ralph Brown 

Smith, Albert William Welsford, Robert Mills, B.A., LL.B. 
Smith, Charles Murray, B.A. Whetstone, Walter 

Smith, John Jeffreys White, Henry 

Smith, Thomas James Whitfield, Charles Frederic, B.A. 
Smith, William Whittle, James Lyon 

Smith, William Threlfall Wilde, Archer Donnithorne, B.A. 
Snow, Frederic Herbert Wilkin, James ee 

Soulby, Arthur Edward Bromehead Wilkinson, Leonard g 

Sparling, Arthur Steward Blyth Williams, Alfred Charles 

Speed, Walter Hamlyn Williamson, John James 

Sprigge, John Joshua Willmot, Philip Henry 

Stacey, Edward Wilson, Edmund Thompson Gilchrist 
Stanley, Isaac Walton Brown Wilson, William Sellers 

Steer, Charles Henry Winch, Henry 

Stephen, Cecil Roland Wood, William Reginald 


Tweed, Henry 


Streetly, George Woodgate, Thomas William, B.A. 
Stunt, Francis Woodham, Thomas Henry 

Swan, Henry John Woodward, Arthur 

Sykes, John Wray, 


Wright, George H Cory, LL.B 
With thumter 
Yapp, Francis Edwa 
Yates, James 


Tabrum, William John 
Tarbuck, Frederick William 
Taylor, George William 
Taylor, John Cockram 
Taylor, Sydney, B.A. 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Joun Etpon Gorst, Q.C., M.P., who has been appointed Solicitor- 
General, is the son of Mr. Edward Chaddock Gorst, of m, and was 
born in 1835. He was formerly fellow of St. John’s College, Cambri 
where he graduated as third wrangler in 1857. He was called to the 

at the Inner Temple in Easter Term, 1865, and he has practised on the 
Northern Circuit. He became a Queen’s Counsel in 1877. He was M.P. 
for Cambridge in the Conservative interest from 1866 till 1868, and he has 
sat for Chatham since 1875. 


Mr. Wii11am Tuackeray Marniort, Q.C., M.P., who has been appointed 
Judge Advocate General, is the third son of Mr. Christopher Marriott, of 
Crumpsall, Manchester, and was born in 1834. He was educated at 
St. John’s Oo , Cambridge. He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s- 
inn in Hilary Term, 1864, and he is a member of the South-Eastern 
Circuit. He became a Qaeen’s Counsel in 1877. Mr. Marriott was elected 
M.P. for Rrighton in the Liberal interest in April, 1880. He wenigned his 
seat in March, 1884, and was re-elected as a Conservative. e is a 
bencher of Lincoln’s-inn, and ‘a er of lieutenancy for the 
City of London. 


The Right. Hon. Sir Rosert Porrerr Cort has been raised to the 
Peerage as Baron Monkswell of Monkswell. Lord Monkswell is the 
eldest son of Mr. John Collier, of Plymouth, and was born in 1817. He 
was educated at Trinity College, feng, He was called to the bar 
at the Inner Temple in Trinity Term, 1838, and he practised on the 
Western Circuit. He became a Queen’s Counsel in ‘1854, and he was for 
many years recorder of Penzance. He was M.P. for Plymouth in the 
Liberal interest from 1852 till 1871. He was counsel to the Admiralty 
and Judge Advocate of the Fleet from 1859 till 1863, when he was 
appointed Solicitor-General, and received the honour of knighthood. He 
went out of officein June, 1866, but he was Attorney- ber, 


ecember, 
1868, till November, 1881, when he was appoin udge of the Court 
of Common Pleas, and, a few weeks later, Bere appa 


Privy Council. Lord Monkswell is ¢ bencher of 


General from D 
panne 





O-Gharity Conttieabacr 
an Endowed Schools Commissioner in 1869, and a Charity Com 
in 1872. He was legal member of the Council of the Governor-General of 
India from 1873 till 1877, in which year he was a) 
Judicial Committee of the Privy Council, and was created a K 
Commander of the Order of the of India. Lord Hobhouse 
arbitrator under the Epping Forest Acts. He isa member of the School 
Board for London for the Westminster Division, and a bencher of Lincoln’s- 
inn, of which society he was treasurer in 1883. 


Sir Ratrx Rosert Wueeter Lincen, K.C.B, has been raised to the 
Peerage as Baron Lingen of Lingen. Lord is the only son of Mr. 
Thomas Lingen, of Birmingham, and was born in 1819. He was educated 
at Rugby, and he was formerly scholar of Trinity Co , Oxford, where 
he graduated first class in classics in 1840. He obtained the Chancellor’s 
Prize for a Latin essay in 1843, and the Eldon Law Scholarship in 1846, 
and he was afterwards elected a fellow of Balliol College. He was called 
to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Easter Term, 1847. He was secretary to the 
eer ory of Council on gra 3 from 1849 bg 1870, bee ee 
a rmanent secretary to aw was created a 
Knight Gunmanmer of the Order of the Bath in 1874. 

Mr. Henry Dz Worms, barrister, M.P., who has been appointed Par- 
liamentary Secretary to the Board of Trade, is the third son of Baron 
Solomon De Worms, and was born in 1840. He was educated at King’s 
College, London. He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in 
Trinity Term, 1863, and he was formerly a member of the Home Circuit. 
Heis a magistrate and depu -lieutenant for the county of Middlesex, and 
he has been M.P. for the borough of Greenwich in the Conservative 
interest since 1880. 


Mr. Wrnnz Epwin Baxter, solicitor (of the firm of Wynne Baxter, 
Rance, & Mead), of 9, Laurence | poe o¢ Sug and of Lewes, has been 
—— y fin Thomas Clarke, Sheriff-Elect, to be one of the Under- 

eriffs of London and Westminster for the ensuing year. Mr. Baxter 
was admitted a solicifor in 1867. He is coroner for the Eastern Division 
of the county of Sussex, deputy-coroner for London and Southwark, 
and clerk to the Shipwrights’, and Gold and Silver Wire Drawers’ 
Companies. Mr. Baxter was elected first mayor of Lewes upon the 
incorporation of that town, and he is an alderman for the borough. 


Mr. Henry Lonatey, barrister, Second Commissioner of Charities, has 
been appointed Chief Commissioner of Charities in succession to the late 
Sir W: Seymour Fit . Mr. Longley is the eldest son of the 
late Most Reverend Charles Thomas lane , D.D., Archbishop of Can- 
terbury, and was born in 1834. He was educated at Rugby and at Christ 
Church, Oxford, where he graduated second class in classics, and 
he was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Easter Term, 1860. He 
formerly practised in the Court of Chancery, being also a member of the 
Northern Circuit. He was appointed a Poor Law In rin 1868, 
Third Commissioner of Charities in 1874, and Second Commissioner of 
Charities in 1879. 

Mr. Hersent James Hors, barrister, who has been appointed Private 
Hope, of Laftne Haddington, od woe bach ta 185k. Sb we 

ope, ess, 
at Ghiriet Church, Oxford, where he grad 
1873, and he was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in November, 1875. 
He practises in the Chancery Division, and is a member of the staff of 
the Weexty Reporter. 


Mr. Ancurpatp Rosmson, solicitor, of Dublin, has been appointed a 
Taxing Master of the Chancery Division in Ireland. 

Mr. Arzras Axzrs Dovetas, barrister, M.P., who has been appointed 
pa Secretary to the meme 5 is the eldest son of the Rev. Aretas 
Akers, of Malling Abbey, Kent. He was born in 1851, and he assumed 
the additional name of Douglas in 1875. He was educated at Eton and at 
University College, Oxford. He was called to the barat the Inner Temple 
in Hilary Term, 1875, and he has been M.P. for East Kent in the Con- 
servative interest sin¢e 1880. 


Mr. Onartes Datrymp.e, barrister, M.P., who has been appointed a 
Lord of the Treasury, is the second son of Sir Charles ple 
Fergusson, Bart. He was born in 1839, and he assumed the name of 
Dalrymple by Royal license in 1849. He was educated at Harrow and at 
Trinity College, bridge, where he uated in the third class of the 
Classical Tripos in 1862. He was to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in 
Michaelmas Term, 1865, and he ee ee on the Northern 
Circuit. Mr. Dalrymple has been M.P. for Buteshire in the Consetvative 
interest since 1868. 


Mr. Oxnartes Henry A.pzrson, barrister, succeeds Mr. Longley as 


RS 


a Commissioner of Charities. Mr. Alderson is the second son late 
Mr. Baron erson, and was born in 1831. He was formerly scholar of 
Trinity Co: Oxford, where he second class in classics 
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cession to the late Sir Adolphus Liddell. Sir H. Maine is the eldest son 
of Dr. James Maine, and was born in 1822. He was educated at Christ’s 
Hospital, and at Pembroke College, Cambridge, where he graduated as 
senior classic, and first Chancellor’s medallist, and also as a senior optime 
in 1844. He was afterwards elected a fellow of Trinity Hall, and he 
ed to the degree of LL.D. He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s- 
m in Trinity Term, 1850, but he afterwards migrated to the Middle 
Temple. He formerly practised in the Court of Chancery, and he was for 
many years revising barrister for the county of Middlesex. He was regius 
professor of civil law in the University of Cambridge from 1847 till 1854, 
when he was appointed reader in jurisprudence and civil law at the 
Middle Temple. In 1862 he was appointed legal member of the Council 
of the Governor-General of India, which office he held till 1870. In 1871 
he was created a Knight Commander of the Order of the Star of India, 
and was also appointed a member of the Council of the Secretary of 
State for India. Sir H. Maine was corpus professor of jurisprudence in 
the University of Oxford from 1870 till 1877, when he was elected master 
of Trinity Hall, Cambridge. He is a bencher of the Middle Tempie. 
Mr. Gzorcr Wetter, solicitor, of 28, Budge-row, Cannon-street, E.C., 
and Bromley, has been appointed Returniwg Officer for the Borough of 
Deptford, under the Redistribution of Seats Act, 1885. 





DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIPS, &c. 


James Heatuer and Henry Gzrorce Heatruer (Heather & Sons), 
solicitors, 17, Paternoster-row, London. Jan. 1. The business will be 
continued by the said Henry George Heather under the old style of 
Heather & Sons. Gazette, July 3.] 








OBITUARY. 


MR. ROBERT GOODENOUGH BASSETT. 


Mr. Robert Goodenough Bassett, solicitor (the head of the firm of 
Bassett, Stanton, Coxwell, & Bassett), of Southampton, died on the 28th 
ult., after a long illness. Mr. Bassett was the youngest son of the Rev. 
Alexander Bassett, and was born in 1827. He was admitted a solicitor in 
1848, when: he commenced to practise at Southampton in partnership 
with the late Mr. Edward Coxwell, after whose death he became the head 
of the firm, and he was at the time of his death associated with Mr. 
Thomas Harrison Stanton, with Mr. Edward Coxwell, who is coroner for 
Southampton, and clerk to the New Forest Board of (tuardians and High- 
way Board, and with his eldest son, Mr. Robert Cecil Bassett, who was 
admitted a solicitor in 1881. Mr. Bassett had been four times appointed 
under-sheriff of Southampton, and he was deputy-coroner for the 
borough. He was also for many years secretary to the Southampton 
Chamber of Commerce. Mr. Bassett formerly held a commission as 
captain in the 2nd Hants Rifle Volunteers. He had been twice married, 
he leaves five children. He was buried at Millbrook on the 2nd 


RE 





MR. JOHN OXLEY. 


Mr. Jobn Oxley, solicitor (of the firm of Oxley & Coward), of Rother- 
ham, died suddenly, on the Ist inst., from disease of the heart. For 
some months past he had been out of health, but he was believed to be 
; but, on the morning of the 1st inst., he was found in his bed 
. Oxley was born in 1824. He was admitted a solicitor in 1847, 
and he had practised for over thirty-five years at Rotherham. He wes a 
perpetual commissioner for the West Riding of Yorkshire, and he hada 
very extensive private practice. He had been for twenty-seven years 
eletk to the West Riding magistrates at Rotherham, and he had been 
cletk to the borough magistrates ever since the establishment of a 

commission of the peace. He was also clerk to the Rotherham 
Borough Feoffces, and to the Commissioners of Taxes. He was, at the 
of his death, associated in partnership with Mr. Peter Bancroft 
Coward. Mr. Oxley leaves a widow, three sons, and two daughters. 


! 


F 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE—CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Oupen or Covxr. 


Friday, the 3rd day of July, 1885. 
Whereas, from the present state of the business before Mr. Justice Kay, 
Mr. Justice Chitty, Mr. Justice North, and Mr. Justice Pearson respectively, 
it is expedient that a portion of the causes assigned to Mr. Justice Kay, 
Mr. Justice Chitty, Mr. Justice Pearson should, for the purpose only 
of trial or hearing, be transferred to Mr. Justice North ; now I, the Right 


Honoarable ey J Baron Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of 
Great Britam, do by order that the several causes set forth in the 
schedules hereto be 


pone ay A transferred from the said Mr. Justice Ka 
Mr. Justice Chitty, and Mr. Justice Pearson to Mr. Justice North, for t 
purpose only of trial hearing, and be marked in the cause books 


on 
. hd this order is to be drawn the registrar, and set 
| Bn sealtdl adleey of taothamoaar Beaian 


of the High Court of 








Frmsr Scuepvure. 
From Mr. Justice Kay (Witness Actions). 
In re Hunter, Hunter v Sands 1884 H 4,117 Mar 20, 1885 
London and Westminster Loan, &c, Co v Partridge 1884 L 1,511 
Mar 23, 1885 
Bushell v Pocock 1885 B 256 Mar 24, 1885 
Whitworth v Peake 1884 W 3,575 Mar 25, 1885 
Hall v Truman, Hanbury, & Co 1884 H 17 Mar 27, 1885 
Leney v Leney 1883 L 3,360 Mar 27, 1885 
Huggins v Fox 1885 H 438 Apr 1, 1885 
Sheepbridge Coal, &c, Cov Plevins 1884 S 2,910 Apr 2, 1885 
Reid v Hadley 1884 R 296 Apr 2, 1884 
Putley v Wools 1884 P 685 Apr 8, 1885 
Brunsell vGroom 1884 B 6,303 Apr 10, 1885 
Dawson v Bishop 1884 D 1,509 Apr 10, 1885 
Whittington Cov Walker W Apr 11, 1885 
Ruff v Collins 1884 R 2,464 Apr 13, 1885 
In re Fletcher, Dore v Fletcher 1884 D 2,709 Apr 13, 1885 
In re Fletcher, Dore v Litchfield 1884 D 2,708 Apr 15, 1885 
Trustee of OC. B. Luddy, bankrupt, v Peard & anr 1884 L 1,718 Apr 
21, 1885 
Sidle v Bond Cabbell 1885 S 973 Apr 23, 1885 
Learoyd v Goldsworthy 1884 L 3,366 Apr 25, 1885 
Garnham v Skipper 1883 G 1,675 Apr 25, 1885 


Szconp ScHEDv.e. 
From Mr. Justice Currry (Witness Actions). 
Pilley v Land Investment Co 1884 P 1,310 July 28, 1884 
Russell v Hygienic and Sanitary, &c, Co, ld 1884 R 640 Oct 30, 1884 
Liardet v Hammond Electric Light Co 1882 L 3,357 Oct 30, 1884 
In re Whitlock, dec, Whitlock v Whitlock 1884. W 875 Dec 22, 1884 
Hughes v Nutt, trading as E. H. Nutt & Co 1884 H 1,223 Dee 
24, 1884 
Darlow v Scratton 1884 D 2,220 Jan 6, 1885 
Bedwell v Trowell 1884 B 4,902 Jan 7, 1885 
London Mortgage Society, ld v Locke 1884 L 1,337 Jan 8, 1885 
Newsome v Browhill 1884 N 930 Jan 13, 1885 
Whetham v Davey 1881 W 2,198 Jan 13, 1885 
Craig v Chubb, Chubb v Craig 1884 C 2,764 Jan 27, 1885 
Bagster v Toms 1883 B 3,031 Mar 9, 1885 
Thwaites v Wilson, executrix 1882 T 1,633 Mar 10, 1885 
Pennington v Dannon 1884 P 1,968 Mar 19, 1885 
Thomas v Ravenscroft 1884 T 1,475 Mar 23, 1885 
Martin v, Hodgson 1884 M 4,620 Mar 28, 1885 
In re T. W. Booker, dec, and J. P. Booker, dec, Phillips v Booker 1884 
P 1,191 Mar 30, 1885 

Baker & Sons v M. N. Inman, sued, &c 1883 B 2,387 Mar 31, 1885 
Smith v London & South-Western Rv Co 1884 S 1,444 Apr 2, 1885 
Williams v Dunphy 1884 W 3,901 Apr 2, 1885 
Shopland v Harris 1885 8 564 Apr 10, 1885 
Jones v Baldock 1884 J 1,398 Apr 13, 1885 
White v Jackson 1884 W 2,517 Apr 13, 1885 
Blagrave v Ireland 1884 B 2,919 Apr 13, 1885 
Ihlee & anr, trading, &¢ v Henshaw 1834 I 885 Apr 13, 1885 
Foster v Basan 1884 F 1,006 Apr 15, 1885 
Freeman v Bannon 1884 F 970 Apr 15, 1885 
Browne v Maugham 1884 B 5,920 Apr 16, 1885 
Robinson v Butler 1883 R 824 Apr 16, 1885 
Baines v Vane 1884 B 5,708 Apr 16, 1885 
In re Wilson, dec, Wilson v Wilson 1884 W 4,315 Apr 18, 1885 
Buxton v Sowter 1880 B 4,007 Apr 22, 1885 
Hyman, Bros.v Helm & Co 1882 H 4,284 Apr 23, 1885 
Taylor v Darenth Valley Main 1882 T 1,745 Apr 23, 1885 
Bibby v yas! &Son 1884 B 6,126 Apr 27, 1885 
Barton v Backhouse 1884 B 1,692 Apr 27, 1885 
Macdona v Jones 1884 M 3,911 Apr 28, 1885 
Byass v Bettans 1884 B 5,755 Apr 28, 1885 
Carrv Carr 1884 © 5,530 Apr 29, 1885 
Thomas v Jones 1884 T 2,402 Apr 30, 1885 


Turrp Scuepu.e. 
From Mr. Justice Pzanson (Witness Actions). 
Tonbridge Wells Benefit Building Society v Embery 1884 T 1,564 
Apr 22, 1885 
Winsom v Hamid 1885 W 875 Apr 23, 1885 
Mason v Streatham Hill and General Estates, &c, Co, 1d 1885 M 7Il 
Apr 24, 1885 
Woodward v Neale 1884 W 3,927 Apr 28, 1885 
7 ae Bradford, &c, Banking Co v Cure 1885 © 700 Apr 
8, 188! 
Goodwin v Goodwin 1884 G 2,626 Apr 28, 1885 
Wills v Page 1884 W 3,924 May 1, 1885 
Mould vLaudin 1885 M 616 May 2, 1885 ‘i 
In re Williams, Morgan v Williams 1884 W 4,056 May 6, 1685 
Tatham v Gibbs & Imber 1885 T 570 May 8, 1885 
Martin v Rocke, Eyton, & Co 1885 M 484 May 8, 1885 
Macleod v Jones 1884 M 1,407 May 11, 1885 
Lewisv De Waud 1885 L 864 May 11, 1885 
Metropolitan Board of Works v I ra Industrial General Dwellings Co, 
ld 1885 M 501 May 12, 1885 
me Sells ny 1885 4 1,345 May 16, 1885 
owelly Cobb 1884 P 2,114 May 23, 1885 
Kynaston vy Pember 1884 K 1,21 23, 1885 
Parker ¥ Downs 1884 P 3,312 May 29, 1885 
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gore —- Permanent, &c, Building Society 1884 N 587 
y 
Holmes Marine, &c, Association, ld v Allright 1884 H 3,357 May 


29, 1885 
Hatssvry, C. 








LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
July 6.—Bills Read a Second Time. 
Private Brtt.—Colne Valley Water. 
Waterworks Clauses Act (1847) Amendment. 


Bill Read a Third Time. 
Yorkshire Registries. 
July 7.—Bill Read a Second Time. 
Private Brrt.—Regent’s Canal City and Docks Railway. 
Bill in Committee, 
Friendly Societies Act se) Amendment. 
ls Read a Third Time. 
Private Briris.—Leeds ‘Coloured Cloth Hall Estate ; Manchester, Bury, 
Rochdale, and Oldham Steam Tramway. 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
July 6.—Bills Read a Second Time, 
Private Brrt.—Witham River Outfall. 
Local Loans (Sinking Funds). 


Bill in Committee. 

River Thames (No. 2). 
Billi Read a Third Time. 
Private Brrt.—Columbia Market and Railways. 
July 7.—Bill Read a Second Time. 

Tithe Rent Charge Redemption. 

Bills in Committee. 
Local Loans (Sinking Fund). 

2). 


River Thames (No. 
Bill Read a Third Time. 
Private Brirt.—Mossley Improvement. 











LEGAL NEWS. 


On Tuesday, the 7th inst., in the Ho House of Commons, on the vote to 
complete the sum for the Supreme Court of Judicature, Mr: Ince moved 
to reduce the vote by the sum of £5,000. He wished to ‘draw attention to 
the unsatisfactory character of the position of the chief clerks in the 
Chancery Division. Each judge in that division had the services of a 
chief clerk and assistant clerks. Now, some judges di of their 
work much faster than others did, and the result was that in some of the 
judges’ chambers there was a large amount of work, while there was only 
a small amount in others. He might mention that, at a period in 
= Pree of ooo while one judge was disposing of eleven cases another 

een thirty and forty: He thought that the chief clerks 
shed b be clerks to the court generally, and not be attached to any par- 
ticular judge. If that plan were adopted business would be distributed 
pages A among them. One of the chief clerks was lately able to attend 
for eighteen days a case in which he was Pecahed interested. Some- 
times there were more clerks than were to do the work in 
one ve panes he and not sufficient in nan. His plan would have the 
effect of — g the work, and might result in time in a reduction of 
the staff. In patent cases, for instance, a motion always had to be made in 
court for an iejusetien, which cost about, £100, whereas the same work 
might be done in chambers for £5. If there were a judge always sitting 
in chambers, a Y pe deal of this sort of business might be relegated to him. 
Sir F. Hersche d the question was undoubtedly one of considerable 
importance whether the chief clerks should act for all the Judges 
together, or remain attached to a particular judge. But this very 
had been under the consideration of the committee ap) inted by rif Lord 
Chancellor, over which the Master of the Rolls was still 
under their consideration. — therefore, felt sure that the Committee of 
the House-would feel that until they had the report of that commi 
they could not deal with the question. Mr. Gregory hoped the hon. 
learned member for Hastings would not press his motion. The question 
was very important, and required much greater consideration. » Ines 
was by no means satisfied with the assurance that a committee was con 
sidering this subject, but the amendment was withdrawn. 





COMPANIES. ‘* 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Jomt Srocxk Comrantrrs, 


La In Ou Y. 
MITED,—By an order made by 
be wound 





Britisn Brscurr any Conrrorronery fing 
, J., dated June 22, iN i 
and we, Quoen My 


or the petitioner 
atl ee ie bts Rg Vet Ra A WH aad 


EASTERN STEAMSHIP CoMP. , LIMITED. .J., has order’ 
vated April, appotated Henry Dever, 4, Lochigary, tobe oficial igul Gator 


La , LiMtreD.—Pearson, J., has fixed Monday, 
July 13, at 1, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official tor 

ANY, ot, a for y pre- 

canted Jae directed to be heard before Pearson, J., on A tg 


Flux an: Co, East India avenue, solicitors for the petitioners 


ge eh OT ag en 
for 


bond 8t a agents Newcastle on Tyne, solicitor mt 


sai Gazette, July 3.) 
to be heard before Chitty, J n 8 Babarday, July 18. Francis 


ENERAL OMNIBUS COMPANY, ‘Lirrep.—Chitty, 
ted May 16, appointed George ‘Lansdell Fenner, 37, Ship st, 


official liqai 

GROSVENOR Bank, ~~ han — Petition for ted July 
to be heard before Pearson, J., on Saturday, July 18. Saxel te Ay a 
Ironmonger lane, solicitors for the 

Hypnoraraic AND RESIDENT: 
winding w Lae pooh 
18. Bird, ‘ord row. for 

METROPOLITAN MILLs, — Petition f pa vig ea July 2, 
directed heard before Kay, “i on July 18 ey — 4 


to be 
solicitors for the petitioner 
me Sere IN EsTATES 


Company, Luarrep.—Petition f ‘or winding up. 
sented J uly 6, directed to be heard before Kay, J., on July 18. Hudson and Co, 
Queen Victoria st, solicitors for the petitioner f July 7.) 


County PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LoaITED 


IN 
MANCHESTER AND SALFORD MacHINE BREAD Factory, I Lauren. Petition foe 
winding up, presented July 1, directed to be heard bef use Tenowe, © 0; 
the Assize Courts, Strangeways, Manchester, on Monday, Fate tae at 2000. 
Gee, Manchester, solicitor for petitioner 
[[ Gazette, July 3.) 


Frrenpiy Socretres Dissoivep. 
Ig ti Lr eracld Sasson June 7 
Livre "Hay W WESLEYAN ~~ gene PROvibEN® Socrsty, Methodist Giza 
Little Hay, Stafford. June 
MINERS’ FRIENDLY SOCIETY, 





Wesle Schoolroom, ton, Stafford. June 26 
es et { Gazette, July 3.) 
Buse Hitt Pakk WorKING MEN’s CLUB AND InsTITUTS, Fifth Avenue, Bush 
PEACE pt a Carmarthen. July 3 
> Caio, 
METHODIST MoRNING STak FRIENDLY Society, Primitive Methodist 
School, Wednesfield, Stafford, July 2 


STANSTED MOUNTEITCHET Socrsty, Three Colts Inn, Stansted Mount- 
tchet, Essex. July 4 
Wastes aa Burmtpine Society, Loarrsp, Wareham, Dorset. J 


iene at, asad 
SUSPENDED FOR THREE 
FRIENDLY Society oF LianpYRNoG, Golden Lion Inn, Liandyrnog, Denbigh. 


was ( Ganette, July 1.) 








CREDITORS" CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS erg ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
AST DAY OF PROOF. ' 
WALKER, SaMUBL, N Surrey, Gent. July 27. Jones vy Walker, Chitty, 
J. Biddle, Gresham st 


Pain Rg ca 
Burc Bournemouth. ter. July 4. Stark v J. 


Tippetts, Maidea 
open Jo Berks. July %. Cathcart v Poole, Bacon, 
ta Pool e, Chan oe 
CaTHCART, FRANCES kad Maidenhead, Berks. July 20. Cathcart v Poole, 
Bacon, V.C. Poole, Chancery lane J ~~ 
i %, ma, ant ie Raeges,, Workageen, sumo ray 8. James 
on, 
LUEEY. ‘Une, <a ~ 4 St » Minor, Cornwall. July 18. Doidge v 
wale JouN ous Wonnatsy Hawihuret, Kent, Esq. Aug3. Blakely v Vaudrey, 
Registrar, Manchester. Mancheste: 


= 
Wrav JAMES, wark, Salesman. Aug 3 Higgs v 
Weaver, jane, Borough Market Three ey sq, Southwark 


[ Gasette, July 3.) 
Hxaton, Joun Wutson, Leeds. July 25, Waterhouse v Heaton, Pearson, J. 
ene J Hors, Middlesborough, Seaman. July 26. James vy Underwood, 
OHN .) 
Registrar, Newcastle upon Tyne. Francis and Bates, Ne a, + 





CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. . 
Bxrcxrrt, Mary, Upperthorpe Killamarsh, Derby. Sept 1. Wake and Oo, Shef- 
<a Tomas, Tibshelf, near Chesterfield, Farmer. Sept 1, Wake and Oo, 








eftield 
BRDFORD, Corn Mill Bngineer. Aug. Booth and Oo, Leeds 
Bostcon Anan Ream fun, Horsham, Sussex, Solicitor. "Aug 1. Seale B 
Davana Rev OHaRLEs McCoRDY. Re laveeo es ey 31. a ‘and C Wangs 
ay 5, fowas, igtherbithe N Kent, Merchant. Peed uw Suh is 
» Pench 2. Hubbani, West Smithield 

G Paapasee Kicons 4 AnTONTO Rrarvd, Coven Bad, War 

wick, Gent, July 9. ey sateen, 

RaY, BRdenbdridge, on July . 
Ha Jaxe. Lichted. Aug 22. Son, 
May, Ranan, Avolifte, D uly 8. Grifith Oo 
qronaraa, 7 Anes, ‘ork, Publican, ae w. 
Jomnebr . . I az, Graady 





and Co, Queen 
. . 1X Wada 
LYNCH, a wieinen Ween. See and Mab 
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Bees bem, Poh tee Aug 1. Wadeson and Malleson, Austin 
ord Mergen, Beecpeed. York, Wool Merchant’s Manager, July 23. 
, rd. Le Pendergast, Commercial 4 





sn ef Augi, Laws and Co, Newcastle 


upon 
Ann ELIZABETH, Wellington st North, Strand. July 27. Weather- 
hi Burr, Keighl ey. Yorkshire 
P. be ley cum Yatehouse, Chester. July 22. Manchostor Nantwich 
OHN, Kn’ , Ghester, colle Ang 1. uly Clark 
A Lukin, Chard 


Po; RozeErt, Chardstock, Dorset 
Svs Sau ee 
Euston sq, Chemical Engineer. Aug i Se iatpe and Co, New 


ct, Carey st 
‘eee Walthamstow, Essex. Augi. Lowless and Co, Martin’s lane, 


[Gasetts, Fane 9.) 
BaGnaLs, WILLIAM HEnkey, Scotforth, Lancaster, Chemist. Sharp 
Son, Lancaster ‘ a Aug wn 


BrapsHaw, WILLIAM, sen, Balsall Heath, Worcester,Gent. Augi5. Buller and 
BROWN, JOHN Henry, Philadelphia, U.S.A. Aug1. Moon and Gilks, Lincoln’s 
inn fields 


RD. Greenwich, ae Gent. it, Aug. Sandos Sandom and Co, Gracechurch st 
Cardiff. 


‘TLIIAM, July 25. 
FAWLEY, Gaoace ——— York. Aug1. Wisse 


Rotherham 
ah ~ a x, Liverpoo » Provision Merchant. Aug 31. Addleshaw and 


gut, —, ba, Edenbride, dee, Kent. Sn 29. Toe, abst age wo ‘ 
evizes, ts, k rd 
ikson and Co, New sq, Lincoln’s inn aera: ae. See 


15. 
i a te Somerset ; me ‘Ang . al and Wood, Rington, 
Susanwwan, Plymout it 29. iter Wilson, Plymouth 
McCuLiocnH, Exiza, Liv 1. July 31. Gregory and Leslie, Liverpool 
Moon, Wirr114M Le lympton St Mary, on, Master Mariner. Sept 29. 
Wilson, Plymouth 


on Oval, Gent. Aug2t. Wi > 
Ww res vi en ug thall and Co, Gt George 


Power, Rey Francis ArMsTRONG, Liverpool, Clerk. July 31. Whitley and Co, 
RowLanpeon, WittiaM Kipiine, Durham, Esq. July 28. Waistell, North- 
SzaborN, James Kine, West Bergholt, Essex, Blacksmith. July 28. Wittey, 
Poa ply cer Suet Gems, a 21. Price and rh Walbrook 
SOWERBY, FrANcis ROBERT, Halifax, Gent. A Wavell and Co, Halifax 

Srartim, Grorce, Thurlow, Torquay, Deven tient. A Aug 4. Murray and Co, 
STEWART, ALEXANDER, Blackheath, Kent, Gent. Aug 31. Hubbard and Co, 
TayLor, JosEPH, Ashover, Derby, Gent. Aug 1. Gratton and Marsden, 
Tier, THomas, Waltham Chas>, Southampton, Timber Merchant. Aug 17. 


Gunner and d Renny, Bishop’s Waltham 
TULL, HawwaH, Queen’s gdus, Hyde pk. Aug 11. Capron and Oo, Savile pl, 





mT, st 
CLAVERING, Bedford : ; 
you i chmbrs pl, Actor. Aug 18. Fisher and Co, 
OUNG, Rose MARIA, Mant Ww 
Ge deenap ob, adhd ee 4 M4. South Wimbledon. Aug is. Taylor and Co, 


| Gazette, July 3.) 





COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURL. 
Rota oF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Dete, Array Cousr Arrest COURT vy 0. Bacon, Mr. Justice 
Mon. ,July 13 Mr. Push Mr. Jackson Mr. Leach Mr. Bowes 
Wed.......... 15 were Jackson Leach Clowes 

~e 16 Leach Carrington Beal oe 
<eltl 17 King Jackson Leach Clowes 
18 Farrer Carrington Koe 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
CHITTY. Norra. PEARSON. 
Monday, July............18 Mr. Lavie Mr. Farrer Mr. Ward 
Tuesday 14 Pugh King Pemberton 
Wi Lavie farrer Ward 
Pugh <ing Pemberton 
Lavie Farrer Ward 
Pugh <ing Pemberton 














SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


July 11.—Mr. see etvertinenent, Fan Hotel, phased at 3 for 4p.m., Freehold 
aoe 7, 
J — 2 +h She’ Rimi, at 2 p.m., Freehold Property (see 
p- 
= 14.—Mesers. Fur sak, Bice, & Furper, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold 


sb Rhee "Err oe, this week, p. 4). 
, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Policy, &c. 
tp ba 


4). 
eae = = ae Freehold Building Site (sce 
; § ORs at the Mart, at 2 p.m., 


Saly it~ Moers, FaREprornen, Etiis, CLARK, 
see advettisem: Moy 
IPT ie cea. & peng , TRIST, W awn ane at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Free- 
see advertisements, J 
i Mews. Lous D Ropins & Hoe Mart, 4 Freeho 
"Wigccr tae sdnctcunens Peaster 4), - SB ws 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


BANERUPTCIES 
eae the 


Carew, Henry G., Lincoln’s inn a 


THE pen Bann ACT, 1883. 
Frmay, July 3, 1885. 
RECEIVING 


Alen, H Thomas, High st, Epping, Baker. Edmonton. Pet June 30. Ord 
June 30, Aug 4at1 Lat Courtho Edmonton 
leton, William, Ormskirk, Lan er. Liverpool. Pet June 30. Ord 
“va ne 30. —_— July 18 at 11 at the Courthouse, Government bldgs, Victoria st, 
1verpoo 
So, by ny Jeues © Heslop, Escri orkshire, Farmer. York. Pet June 
Ord June 29. Exam July 17 at 12 ai Guildhall, "York 
Bruton, J John, in, Weil st, Hac , Confectio’ — Court. Pet June 30. Ord 
June 30, Exam Aug 5 at 12 34, pre tay: inn fi 
hill, Barrister. High Court, 


Cameron, Hugh Thomas, Shakespeare rd, Herne 
hy wins, Glainorganshire, Printer. Merthyr Tydfil. Pet 
Cooker, Wright, Colchester, Engineer’s Foreman.  Delchopter. Pet June 30. Ord 
Exam July ee at 11.30 at Townhall, Co! 
ma Jere am Aug cg 8 at 1. mnioion Agere. THigh Court, Pot Juno 0, 


—, 1, out of business: Liverpool. Pet June 27. Ord 
“pune. 29. oan eis ati 1 at the Courthouse, Government bldgs, Victoria st, 


UPTCIES ANNULLED 
ba, July 185 Act, 1869. 


Davies, Sohn Jonas, Ab Abas with, Cardiganshire, Silk Mercer. Aberystwith. 
Pet June 2. Ord Exam July 13 at 12.30 
tay Joseph, Sheffield, Woeehouse Keeper. Sheffield. Pet June 30. Ord June 
Bxam J 28 at 11.30 

Davis, Thomas, ley, Salop, Grocer. Madeley. Pet June 29. Ord June 29. 
Exam 22 

Dorman, James, Weston — Mare, Bookseller. Bridgewater. Pet June 24. 
Ord June 29. July 14 at 11 


Agent. Swansea. Pet June 30. Ord June 30. 
Gee, Arthur, nthe Bh Painter. ford Pet June 18, Ord June 29, Exam 


Evans, J) gh. Swansea, Insurance 
Exam J 


Herpite. Geo Bian Ju Wiok 1 City rd , Badger Hair D High Court. 

ette, , Brunswic resser. 

Pet June 29. Ord June 29. ey 5 Aa 31 at 11 at 34, Lincolm’s inn fields 

Higever, © Francis Charles, Bishops Waltham, Brewer. Southampton. Pet July 1. 
Ord J 1. Exam July 17 at 12 

Joanne, J ne rt, Pitminster, Somersetshire, Blacksmith. Taunton. Pet June 29. 
Ord June 30. Exam Jul: y 19 at 3.90 at Guildhall Taunto 

Knott, Thomas, a Kent, Shoemaker. ‘Maidstone. Pet June 30. Ord 


Law, Aifred, Bi nd, Bist, Yorkshire, late Contractor. Dewsbury. Pet July 1. Ord 
uly 1. Exam 
Lobeck, Carl, Falmouth, Ship Chandler. Truro. Pet June 30. Ord June 30. 


Exam July 16 at 11 
aves Gra June Gilmorton, Leicestershire, Licensed Hawker. Leicester. Pet 
29. aoe July 8 at 10 
Miles Johns eeds, Carver. Leeds. Pet June 29. OrdJune 29. Exam July 14 
il 
Moi , William, Manchester, Printer. Manchester. Pet June 29. Ord June 


= M 4 Sot i ish, Shipbroker. Aberystwith, Pet 
Cardiganshire, roker. » Pe 

oC e 26. Exam July 13 at 1 4 - 
Sroestogham , Pianoforte Dealer. Nottingham. Pet June 30. 


Presa, William 
Ord June 30. ’ Exam wn why, AY 
Reid, Robert, Wrexham, Music Dealer. Wrexham. Pet June 29. Ord June 29, 
Exam July 29 at 2 
es = oy by aaa Chester, Currier. Chester. Pet June 29. Ord June 29. Exam 
ly 23 a 
Ri , John, ae upon Hull, Corn Factor. Kingstonupon Hull. Pet June 
lat ae une 29. Exam July 27 at 2, at Court-house, Townhall, Hull 
Roberts, Catherine enmaenmawr, Oarnarvonshire, Dealer in 
Wools. r. Pet June 29. Ord June 29. Exam July 20 at 12.30 
Seddon, Joseph, and Matthew Robson, Chi 
toe Pet June 18. Ord June 29.” Exam July 16 at 12 





harrock, Edward, Restaurant Proprietor. Liverpool. Pet June 17. 
png une *, Exam J ‘Taty 18 at 11, at Court heave, Government bldgs, Victoria 
. Liv 


illiam, Jewin crescent, Straw Hat Manufacturer. High Court. 

Pet June 29. Ord June 29. Exam Aug 4 at 11, at 84, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Sgneon, Joseph Lee, Clent, Worceste Glazed Brick Manufacturer, Stour- 
bridge. Pet June 15, Ord June 27. Exam J: 17 at 12 

Ta: eae & irmingham, Jeweller. Birmingham. Pet June30. Ord 


Tul 

Tyner, Feoree, Be oy = LS, ee Hastings. Pet June 30. Ord June 30. 

Vi Samuel, Pe ~ s Puiee, nr Liskeard. East Stonehouse. Pet June 15. 
Ord June 29 fi Be at 12 


Warner, Art yh Richard, Ghtarch st, Stoke Newington, Grocer. Edmonton. 
Pet June 29. Ord Ju Exam Aug 4 m4 1, at Court house, Emonton 
Whitmarsh, g Conf 


George, A ectioner, Aberdare, Pet 
June 80. Ord June 30. Exam July 22 at Court house 


Bamnitty LS James Heslop, Escrick, Yor Yorks, Farmer. July 15. Official Re- 
Brook, Walter Ot Chadwick, Farnworth, Lancashire, Ironmonger. July 11, 16, 
Osiergr edward, Dowlais, Glamorganshire, Printer. July 13. Official Receiver, 

Chea wick, Thomas, Dewsbury, Furniture Dealer. July 10. Official Receiver, 
Cleaver, William, Longton, Potter. July 14. Official Receiver, Newcastle under 
Cocker, Wright, Colchester, Engineer’s Foreman. July 11. Townhall, Col- 


Dickinson, James, Leeds, Tea Merchant, July 10, Official Receiver, Leeds 
af Jo hn, Swansea, Insurance Agent, July 14. 6, Rutland street, 


Swi 

Goldburg, Morris, Great Windmill st, Haymarket, Draper. July 10. 33, Carey 
ui ——— sinn 
ler ton, 7 Fhomes, Cricklewood, Middlesex, Builder. July 19. 28 and 29, St 


Matthews, Allen, Gihnorton, Leicestershire, Licensed Hawker. July 13, Official 


ign Sea ery on as 
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30. Ord 


80. Ord 
storia st, 


Pet June 
30. Ord 
1 Court, 
fil. Pet 
30. Ord 
June 30, 


7. Ord 
toria st, 


stwith. 
d June 
une 29, 
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une 30, 
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July 1. 
me 29, 
. Ord 
, Ord 
ne 30, 
- Pet 
uly 14 
June 
Pet 
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June 
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ria 
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Ord 
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Pet 
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Leed Carv J 18. Receiver, 
vig John, Leads, Brera a Peete eee Receiver, Man- 


Owens. M bi Shipbroker. July 18. County Court Office, 
Parrisins, Been, S Granville terrace, pee va rd, Wood Green. 
pagent” Jay 6 Rowle Saree Chelsea, Chemist eetined O Colonel. July 13. 
Tesens al st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
aay Heath, nr Dewsbury, Innkeeper. July 10. Official 
pagover. Batley 
aid, Robert. >. wreabems, Music Dealer. July 11. Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, 
Renfree, ion aie Redruth, Cornwall, Boot Manufacturer. July 10. Official Re- 
ver, 
Rimmer, Thomas, Chester, Currier and Leather Merchant. July 13. Official Re- 
ae Chester 
7a upon Hull, Corn Factor. July 10. Incorporated Law 
Roberts, he: Porateetingan, Carnarvonshire, Dealer in Wools. 
say 13 13. Othelal Recelr er, Cheste i 


Seddon, Joseph, and Matthew Robson. Stockport, Hat Manufacturers. July 13. 
Official Receiver, Stockport : ud 


Sharp, © w Buckingham *. Adel Aden. Proprietor of the Interleaf Publishing 
Jay ia wi tite, Tottenham sinn 
suith, ‘Walter W: ‘ottenham aid Kingsland, Rug Manufacturer. July 10. 


st, Lincoln’s 
Turner, in alton. t Hastings, Greengrocer. July 18. Official Receiver, 


venue uel, jun, Outways, Pelynt Duloe, near Liskeard. July 10. Official 
White Wi 4 
William Charlies, Colchester, Grocer. July 11. Townhall, Colchester 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
a. | Henry Thomas, High st, Epping, Baker. Edmonton. Pet June 30. Ord 
une 
A am. William, Ormskirk, Lancashire, Baker. Liverpool. Pet June 30. Ord 


e 30 
Avieos. Charles, and Frederick Avison, Batley, Yorkshire, Cloth Finishers 
Dewey . PetJuneil. Ord June 29 
Brook, Walter Chadwick, Farnworth, Lancashire, Ironmonger. Bolton. Pet 
June 27. Ord June 29 
Browne, Edwin, Watford. Ironmonger. St Albans. Pet Juneii. Ord June 26 
Betomss John, Wells st, Hackney, Confectioner. High Court. Pet June 30, Ord 


un 
Cast “Te Bard, 1 Dowlais, Glamorganshire, Printer. Merthyr Tydfil. Pet 
une 
Cawkill, William, gston A. y Be ++} Pork Butcher’s Assistant. Kingston 
upon Hull. Pet June 27. 
be William, Longton, Staftordahure, Potter. Stoke upon Trent and Long- 
Pet June 28, | Ord rd June 25 
Omid George Alfred, Newport, Mon, Tinplate Manufacturer. Newport, 


Mon. Pos 28. Ord J 
a , Liverpool, Out of business. Liverpool. Pet June 27. Ord 


29 
Dickinson, James, Leeds, Tea Merchant. Leeds. Pet June 18. Ord June 30 
Oo. Ordduly 1” Heywood, Lancashire, Leather Dealer. Bolton. Pet June 


, George, Brunswick pl, City rd, Badger Hair Dresser. High Court 
Pet June 29. reord July 1 
Sorte, wp ae North Shields, Sailmaker. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet 
une 1 
Jones, John, Basinghall st, Out of business. High Court. Pet Nov13. Ord 


June 24 
as = Francis Robert, Northampton, Draper. Norwich. Pet June 1. Ord 


1 

Kir , John Mad ec Pe The Grange, East Acton, Horse Dealer. Brentford, 
Pet June 24, Ord J 

Lae or lone Bacek, Grocer. Lewes and Eastbourne. -Pet June 16, 

1 

Metcalfe, John Allison, Guisborough, Acepumtent. Stockton on Tees and Mid- 
dlesborough. Pet Juneis. Ord June 

Mierson, Michael, Treforest, Gitiepatiee, Furniture Dealer. Pontypridd. 
Pet June 15. Ord June 30 

Monaghan, William, Manchastie, Printer. Manchester. Pet June 29, Ord June 


29 
ipholoons, Morte. Ge Great Yarmouth, Fish Merchant. Great Yarmouth, Pet 
une Ord 
Beare. ae Brimfield, Herefordshire, Farmer. Kidderminster. Pet June 
. Or 
Preston, ‘Arthur, Chickenly Heath, nr Dewsbury, Innkeeper. Dewsbury. Pet 
June 22. Ord June 27 
Prewer, Azariah, Bury St Edmunds, Out of employment. Bury St Edmunds. 
Pet —_— 5. Ord June 29 
Price, Edward Thomas, address unknown, J —y Assistant Commissary in the 
my. oe Court. Pet May 23. Ord J 
rm, and ~ ttain, New Charlton, Kent, Builders. Greenwich. Pet Mar 4. 
rd June 
Riper, a Binewton upon Hull, Corn Factor. Kingston upon Hull, Pet 


une 
rm William, Bognor, Sussex, Bootmaker. Brighton. Pet June 17. Ord 
u 
Siftiest, Herbert, Brighton, Tailor. Brighton. Pet June 20. Ord June 
Starling, Arthur. eri pusher, and Edward Sparsho Brook's mews, 
Lancaster gate, Builders. High Court. Pet Apr 29. Ord J 


Sutton, Alfred, Seven Sisters’ rd, Holloway, tmaker. igh Court. Pet 
May 11, Ord June 90 
Walker, George Henry Ro matte j*. Water lane, Great Tower st, Stationer. 


Pet May gs. : 
Ree sh, Hampahire, Tailor. Salisbury. Pet June 


weak I Peder, and 8. ate Colston, Liverpool, Coal Merchants 
erpool. Pet ane . Ora 
tmarsh, George, Aberdare, ly 7 SR Pet June 30. Ord 


—. 
Zappert, Commercial st, Sipitechegel, Manager to A. Za pertand Co. High 
Coore” ‘Soedan 13, Oran: Oe ©. sane. “ 
: a AL a 


Alen, Richard Jones, New Clee, Lincolnshire, Smack: Smackowner. ot Grimsby. Pet 
July %. Ord July 2.” Exam July 22 at 11 1 at Townhall Grimsby 
Archer, Ohery dtord, ottingham, Lace ufacturer. ottingham. Pet 


July 4, mt Exam July 21 
Belden, Willian + jo rm Sheffield. Pet June 30, Ord July 2. 


Re erg ree 
=e S22 Se eras 
ham, 


Baker. Birmingham. Pet July 2, Ord July 2. 








and Barrow in 
at Temperance Hall, 


| Pa ark, James, Ulverston, Laneashiee,, Games oy 
nr Liverpool, Builder. Liverpool. Pet 7. 

J oT am Anta, ir ab as Onart House, Goveramment blags, Thiers 
Eee Geuet. Pet July 


Peaper, Manchester. Pet 


9 
oa. Ord July & iiram Aug 6 at 10 si, Lincoln's 


eau pa a txam Suly 9 at 11° 


, John Ramsay, Canter’ , Chemist. Canterbury. Pet July 2. Ord 
Ty 1 ag way Gused. Stockton on Tees and Middlés- 
oft ie pn sain July 3 Pet July 2. Ord 

2. Exam 


Pagnell, Bucks, Tailor. Northampton. Pet July 2 


pson, Plymouth, Tobacconist. East Stonehouse. Pet July 
2. Ord Jd Exon Ju ea 


Grifiths, Griffith, aly ae  inihaeee. East Stonehouse. Pet July 4. Ord 
Bovdies, , Taunton, So: Cook. Taunton. Pet 


J Ord LT Exam July 17 at 2.90 at 
wie fac Harworth, Nottinghamshire, Farmer. Pet July1. Ord 
July 2. Exam July 30 at 11.30 


mews, Paddington, Cab \ 
Ti Sa SA GES he ae banc te 
sts Feenee ohn, Scarborough, Smack Owner. Scarborough. Pet July 


$ Charice, Birmingham, Oabinct Maker. Birmingham. Pet July 4. Ord 
xam Aug 4 
wwe : , Gt Tower st, Wine Merchant. ih Ovens: Pet 


J ch aoe 3. Exam A 6 at 11 at 34, Lincoln's inn 
Mewton, John, Waret Gana, Timber Dealer. Truro. Pet June 17. 


Ord Jul Exam J 25 at 11.30 
Moore, Henry, Dil ty, 5 1. SS Leominster. Pet July 1. Ord 


July 4. 

Peiroe, Edwin, Ramsgate, Printer. Canterbury. Pet July3. OrdJuly 3. Exam 
17 

Piyer, Silvanus, Dorking, out of business. Croydon. Pet July 3. Ord July 3. 

Rhodes, Benjamin, and Joseph Henry Ruddlesden, Dewsbury, Yorks, Dyers. 

Dewsbury. Pet July 3. Oud July 3. Exam July 21 

Rutter, Elizabeth icensed Victualler. Chelmsford. 

Pet July 2. Ord July 2. E Exam U fore se Jewellers, High Oo 


Joseph, an _— i —" Sama Pet 
J 2. Ord J 2. — ug 4 at lla hg 
simpson, Prederi Bromley, Watchmaker. Croydon. Pet daly 3. Ord July 3. 


Skinner, ¥ Win alted, Banbury, Grocer Banbury. Pet July3. Ord July 3. 
Smith, ¥ — 1 ne Christian, The Terrace, Barnes, Widow. Wandsworth. 
Pet ‘April a1. a Exam Aug 6 ot, M . aos. tes 
wan “ord duly 2, Bian ANG 4 tt at ea. Od dale & Suly 


right, James, 
20 at 11 at Court house, Carlisle 
‘The following amended notice is substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of July Hie! 


Cameron, Hug Shakespeare rd, Herne barrister at law. 
Court. ae ee Exam July $2at 11 at 34, Lincoin’s inn 





ones, New Clee, Lincolnshire, Smack Owner. July 22 at 12.30. 

cial Reeaiver § Haven nat, Gt Grima cashire, Baker and Confectioner. July 16 at 3. 
Archon Obaties, i gia Lavoro. July 14 at 2. Official Re- 
Badan, 'W "Husk pevament, Nouloeh July 15at1. Official Receiver, Figtree 
a oy nn ichael, residence unknown, Chartered Accountant. July 15 
inckb be, Gey 26 Linco othr July 21.at 11. Official Receiver, 


brs, 22, Park , Leeds . 
mt... Andrew's ¢ tot reimer, Crcydon, Bookseller. July 16 at 3. Official Receiver, 
pt wee S ‘Westminster 


unas, Birmingham, Beker, J Baker, . Oficial Be 
prey, Th J Beazley, so ok, Soothing MT ee ane aly July 


Se SO Tisctte tn 
Bruton, John, Well s cor ge onan Vuly 16 at 18. $9, Carey st, Lin- 


a John, High Holborn, Merchant Tailor. July 16 at 11. Bankruptcy 


ortugal st, Lincoln's inn fields 
carter, Eduiund Alfred, Oakley st Wateri rd, Lambeth, Oilman. July 15 at 


Coles. Charles. phe ay Builder. Saiy iat 3. Tr LEAY Receiver, 103, Victoria 
’ Eugene Godolphine, Manchester, Circus Proprietor, July 14 at 2. 
oman AM italesboneash, Rail Liverpool July 14 at 11. Official Receiver, 

July 16 at 12. Bankruptcy 

8, st, Lincoln's inn fi 5 Sere. 
=— . - Liverpool, out of business. July 16 at2. Official Receiver, 
Dav John J A Silk Mercer. July 17 at 11. 
vies, ones, Neo og ey 

Davin, Toseph, Shediel, Beerhouse Keeper. 4 July 15 at 11.30. Official Receiver, 
Dorman, J. ecto enper Men, Donhaseer. July 15 at 2. Bankruptcy 
on hikben, ord. Painter. August 5 at 10.30. County Court Offices, 
Sepa Ree. Harwest, Lene Leather Seller. July 4 at 10. 16, 
Gout, Matthew . Plymouth, Tobacconist. July 16 at 11, Official Re- 
Harjetta, Georg, Bruner ati inc, te, City rd, Badger Hairdresser. July 16 at 11. 
see ce haten, poe July 14 at 2 Official Receiver, 9, 
en aale rt ncis Charles, Bishop's Waltham, Hampshire, Brewer. July 16 at 2.30. 


n'y. nig ay *s Waltham 





Nottinghamshire, Farmer, July 15 at 12. Official Re- 


nists Wiliam Spin rd, Bow. July 15 at 12. Bankruptoy bidgs, 
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Fess, ¢ Gomme, 3 Lower rd, Rotherhithe, Watchmaker. July 16 at 2. 33, Carey st, 
Jay, Henry, Stratford, Bricklayer. July 16 at 12. Bankru d, rtugal 
5 Lincoin’s inn fields wes Fee sates 
tminster, t, Black h. = 
; j cctv, 9 Middle st, Tourn tone smit' July 14 at 8. Official Re 
° 
oot iy Court Ofices, P.. age ne ARON Ironmonger. Aug 5 at 11.30. 
irkpa: vone James, ingdon, ks, Gro July 14 at 3. 
Receiver, 1, St Aldate’s, Oxford ” ope ay Pore — 
1 Weekst, Mat Snodland, Kent, Shoemaker. July 15 at 3. Official Receiver, 
bert, W., Tonsley hill, Wandsworth, Builder. July 15 at 3. Official Receiver, 
= Victoria st, Westmins 
5 ye Ranson, Lavenham, Suffolk, Ironmonger. 





July 14 at 38. Auction 


Tokenhouse yd 
Lobeck, Carl, Falmouth, Cornwall, Ship Chandler. July 14 at 12. Official Re- 
ceiver, Boscawen st, Truro 
Manstiel Thomas Edward, Barrow-in-Furness, neater: July 15 at 11. 
Official iver, 2, Paxton terrace, Barrow-in-Furn 


Morris, George William. Great Yarmouth, Norfolk, oases. July 15 at 11. Official | 
Receiver. 8, King st, Norwich 
Morris, John, Carmarthen, Weaver. July 16 at 11. Official Receiver, 12, Quay | 
st, Carmarthen 
ord, Benjamin Thomas, Bishop Auckland, Durham, Hatter. July 15 at 12. Law | 
ST a leg 
e erefordshire, F: July 14 at 2.20. Mr. A. 
Lig Kidderminster = a gnatatnensadl ” r 





King, Jobs obn, Newark upon Trent, Coal Merchant. Nottingham. Pet June 15, 
—_. Allred, Birstal, Yorks, Late Contractor. Dewsbury. Pet July 1. Ord 


Jul 
Lawto ee . Cricklewood, Builder. Barnet. Pet May9. Ord July 
rae David Br Bruce, Holt, Wilts, Commercial Traveller. Bath. yg 
uly 2 
Lacersee, Panes Drayton, Axminster, Devon, Ironmonger. Exeter. Pet June 
y 2 

Mayer, Thomas Obadiah, Derby, Horse Dealer. Derby. Pet Soy 28, Ord July 2 
Miles, John, Leeds, Carver. Leeds. Pet June 29. Ord July 

Moon, George Washington, Regent st, Outfitter. High Cows. Pet June 5, 

4 


f — orge Wiliiam, Gt Yarmuoth, Grocer. Gt Yarmouth. Pet June 27. 
Murton, , Sudbury, Svffolk, Baker. Colchester. Pet June 19. Ord July 2 


Oldfield. George, Epworth, Lincolnshire, Innkeeper. Sheffield. Pet May M1. 


| Seiden, » 2. oseph, and Matthew Robson, Stockport, Cheshire, Hat Manufacturers. 
tockport. Pet June 18. Ord June 29 
"Senior, Aum Alice, Stafford, Hotel Proprietress. Stafford. Pet June li. Ord 


uly 
Smooker, Thomas, Tooley st, Builder. Const. Pet April22. Ord J os 
| Staunton, Henry, Newgate st, Optician. Court. Pet Mavis. OrdJu 
Tees, Evan, Ogmore Valley, eee see Tailor. Cardiff. Pet June A 
rd June 26 
Warhurst, John, Heckmondwike, Yorks, Grocer. Dewsbury. Pet June 27. 
Ord July 2 


illiam, Nuttingham. Pianoforte Dealer. July 14at12. Official Receiver, | Warner, Arthur Richerd, Church st, Stoke Newington, Grocer. Edmonton. 

1, High pavement, Nottingham Pet June 29. Ordd' 
Rutter, , Elizabeth Whitfield, Abridge, Essex, Licensed Victualler. July 16 at 3. Wilkinson, John, and i Riwara John Wiptenen, Newcastle on Tyne, Brewers. 
eaitte Hart, Abridge Liv ea. ons papa Proprietor. July 17 at 3. Official | | Wreht. Th on a ade Be oe Higt 
a Guten Pp y Tig! omas illiam, mannges close, Southwark, Wharfinger. igh 


Stanley, Robert, Catford, Kent. t Tri cle Manufactur July 15 at 12. Official | 
Receiver, 109, Victoria st, ant, Bricyclo ifacturer. July a 


Ta —, Henry Alfred, Birmingham, Jeweller. July 14at 11. Official Receiver, | 

Thomas. William, Egremont, Cheshire, Builder. July 15 at2, Official Receiver, 
48, Hamilton sq, Birkenhead 

ware Joseph Benjamin, Telegraph st, Stockbroker. July 15 at 11. 33, Carey | 
Baaees inn 


est, Henry, Gt Peter st, Westminster, Rag Merchant. July 15 at12. 33, Carey 
be: Lincoln’s inn 


| 
| 
| 
| 
| 


» George, Aberdare, Glamorganshire, Manufacturing Confectioner. | 


Writ, 14at 10. Official Receiver, Merthyr Tydfil 


t, on. Carlisle, Joiner. July 20 at 2. Official Receiver, 34, Fisher st, 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Berec, James, Weston st, Bermondsey, Soapmaker. High Court. Pet May 14. 
Chadwick. — Dewsbury, Yorks, Furniture Dealer. Dewsbury. Pet June 
. eg Bo Ashton upon Mersey, Cheshire, Draper. Manchester. Pet 


Puuieen. (, Wetinghauhite, Licensed Victualler. Notting- 
ham. Pet Junes. Ord Jul hy 
Middlesboro rough, F peavey Guard. Stockton on Tees and Middles- 
mah et July 2. 
Suis t ee Grove, Bereta Linen Draper. High Court. Pet June 10. 
p pasar, Pagnell, Buckinghamshire, Tailor. Northampton. Pet July 2. 
y 
ree: Neilson, Manchester, Provision Dealer. Manchester. Pet June 23. 
Forbes, eek, East st, Manchester sq, Oil and Colour Man. High Ceurt. Pet 
June 17. Ord guly 3 
F ‘Gel Fate a , George, Milverton, Somerset, Shopkeeper. Taunton. Pet May 15. 
w 
—s ere Camille, High st, Southwark, Saddler. Hich Court. Pet June 
Gerbert, Romain, Miles lane, Lower Thames st, Agent for Foreign Produce. 
Good Court. Pet May 2. Ord July 3 
-; nd Arthur, Balcombe, Sussex, Butcher. Brighton. Pet June 26. 
_ Bente "acel, Luton, Bedfordshire, Builder. Luton. Pet June 4. Ord 
u 
Hawke Richard Frean, Salisbury, Corn Merchant. Salisbury. Pet June 12. 
= {= Ann, Taunton, Pastry Cook. Taunton. Pet July 4. Ord 
Hunter, Robert, Havelock House, Sutton, Draper. Croydon. Pet Junes. Ord 
y 
Hoxedie. ein, Fremington, Devonshire, Farmer. Barnstaple. Pet May 30. 
ae Newcastle on Tyne, Draper. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet June 19. 
Jones, Seer ¥ William, Rugeley, Staffordshire, Ironmonger. Stafford. Pet June 
Ord July 4 
Jones, David, Carmarthen. Grocer. Carmarthen. Pet June 16. Ord July 
Jones, Edwin Thomas, Bristol, Plumber. Bristol. Pet June 19. Ord J y 3 
Juson, John, jun, Shirland mews, Shirland rd, Paddington, Cab Proprietor. 
High Court. Pet July 3. Ord July 3 





Court. Pet May 6. Ord July 
} +> 5 ANNULLED 
Barrell, Charles, Haydon’s Mews, Portobello = N otting Hill, Cab P roprietor. 
High’ Court. Adjud March5 Annul June 
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SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA | 


Arti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 
Ceeer Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality 
the excess of fat extracted. 
me e Faculty —— it ** uhe most nutritious, per- 
beverage for Breakfast, Luncheon, or 
Bopper, and and invaluable for Invalids and Children.” 
Highly commended by the entire Medical Press, 
Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits 
all palates keeps for years in al! climates, and is fuur 
times the strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED 
with starch, &c., and 1m REALITY CukAPER than such 


ROBE 


instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful 
w a breakfast Cup, costing less than a nalfpenny, 
Cocostina a La Vanitz is tine most delicate, digestible, 
Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when an 
richer chocolate is prohibited, 
In tins at ls. 64., 3., _ ~E hs by Chemiste and 
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| PROF. LOISETTE. 
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BY 6PECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor the Whole of the’ PROF. LOISETTE. 
Judicial Bench Corporation o London &c, 


ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSBL AND BARRISTERS 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS 


Law Wigs and Gowns for a Town Clerks | 
Clerks of the Peac 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


‘MEMORY AND SUCCESS. 


| art of Never Forgetting. Wholly unlike Mnem onics 








LOST MEMORIES “RESTORED. 
| The worst made good, and the best better. 


PROF. LOISETTE. 
CURE OF MIND WANDERING. 
"Any book learned in one reading. 


ROF. LOISETTE. 
PROSPECTUS POST FREE. 
Lectures in Families, ny and Evening Classes 
Private te Lessons, and BY POSsT. 
87, NEW OX¥FORD-8TREET, Lonpon, W.C. 
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